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DEFINITION AND PURPOSE OF THE SHSP
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APPENDICES



APPENDIX A – CRASH STATISTICS, 2007 TO 2012



 

NEW MEXICO STRATEGIC HIGHWAY SAFETY PLAN 1 

Appendix A 

Crash Statistics, 2007 to 2012 
The following New Mexico crash statistics sheets for the years 2007 through 2012 were developed for the Safety 
Summit and Focus Group Meetings. Participants at these meetings received the sheets as handouts as part of 
the State Highway Safety Plan (SHSP) update process. These sheets identify the types and number of crashes 
(by safety emphasis areas and contributing factors) that are overrepresented by fatalities and incapacitating 
(serious) injuries. Each sheet provides the following: 

 A table listing the number of fatal and incapacitating-injury crashes by characteristic, or contributing factor, 
for the safety emphasis area. From this information it is possible to identify which contributing factors were 
noted by law enforcement for crashes that relate to a given emphasis area. This table also lists the 
percentage or proportion that each characteristic represents for a given area. 

At the top of each table the total number of fatal crashes and incapacitating crashes is shown for the study 
period (2007 through 2011). The table shows that a crash may have multiple contributing factors. For 
example, a crash assigned to the Young Driver emphasis area (a young driver was involved) may have the 
following contributing factors: occurred in a rural area and characterized by the reporting officer as road 
departure, alcohol involved, distracted driving, no safety restraint was used, driver was speeding or driving 
aggressively, and occurring at night. From the data shown, it is known that approximately 50 percent of the 
young driver fatalities are related to speeding/aggressive driving. Knowing this relationship indicates a safety 
strategy relating to speed enforcement would have the potential to mitigate young driver fatal crashes. 

 A table and stacked-bar graph that illustrate the total number of fatal and incapacitating-injury crashes by 
year (2007 through 2012) for the safety emphasis area. 

 A line graph showing the trend in the number of fatal and incapacitating-injury crashes (2007 through 2012) 
for the safety emphasis area. 

 



Road Departure Emphasis Area 

Total Fatal and Incapacitating Injury Crash Statistics, 2007 to 2011 

C
at

eg
o

ry
 

Characteristics 

Fatal Incapacitating Injury Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

Road Departure  
Statewide Totals 

1,051 100.0% 3,021 100.0% 4,072 100.0% 

G
e

o
g

ra
p

h
ic

 

Urban 284 27.0% 1379 45.6% 1,663 40.8% 

Rural 767 73.0% 1642 54.4% 2,409 59.2% 

Tribal Land 83 7.9% 123 4.1% 206 5.1% 

G
e

o
m

e
tr

y Intersection Related 78 7.4% 130 4.3% 208 5.1% 

Road Departure 1,051 100.0% 3,021 100.0% 4,072 100.0% 

Work Zone Related 21 2.0% 51 1.7% 72 1.8% 

P
er

s
o

n
 T

y
p

e Young Driver 174 16.6% 575 19.0% 749 18.4% 

Older Driver 174 10.8% 251 8.3% 365 9.0% 

Pedestrian Involved 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Bicyclist Involved 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

B
eh

av
io

r 

Alcohol Involved 417 39.7% 649 21.5% 1,066 26.2% 

Distracted Driving 544 51.8% 1825 60.4% 2,369 58.2% 

Drug Involved 16 1.5% 54 1.8% 70 1.7% 

Impaired Driving 424 40.3% 692 22.9% 1116 27.4% 

Unhelmeted Motorcyclist 130 12.4% 539 17.8% 669 16.4% 

No Safety Restraint Used 345 32.8% 252 8.3% 597 14.7% 

Sleepy/Fatigued Driving Related 59 5.6% 153 5.1% 212 5.2% 

Speeding/Aggressive Driving 531 50.5% 1112 36.8% 1,643 40.3% 

V
eh

ic
le

 Motorcycle Involved 130 12.4% 632 20.9% 762 18.7% 

Train Involved 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Heavy Vehicle Involved* 107 10.2% 150 5.0% 257 6.3% 

Multiple Vehicles 245 23.3% 706 23.4% 951 23.4% 

E
n

vi
ro

n
m

en
ta

l 

Inclement Weather 112 10.7% 293 9.7% 405 9.9% 

Wildlife/Animal Related 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Dusk/Dawn 57 5.4% 133 4.4% 190 4.7% 

Dark-No Light 367 34.9% 643 21.3% 1,010 24.8% 

Notes: 
* Heavy Vehicle includes buses, recreational vehicles, and all trucks larger than a pickup truck 
Some crash reports stated more than one driver behavior contributing factor (for example, one crash may be both an 
“Aggressive Driving” and an “Inattentive Driving” crash). The numbers of times that driver behavior was recorded as a 
contributing factor in a crash report are tallied within the individual rows. 

 

 

 

Severe Road Departure Crashes in New Mexico by Year, 2007 to 2012 
 

    
 

 

 
     Annual Trend in Total Severe Road Departure Crashes, 2007 to 2012 
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Year  Fatal 
Incapacitating 

Injury 

2007 241 535 

2008 211 629 

2009 196 678 

2010 203 600 

2011 200 579 

2012 164 420 



Speeding / Aggressive Driving Emphasis Area 

Total Fatal and Incapacitating Injury Crash Statistics, 2007 to 2011 

C
at

eg
o

ry
 

Characteristics 

Fatal Incapacitating Injury Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

Speeding / Aggressive Driving 
Statewide Totals 

669 100.0% 1,732 100.0% 2,401 100.0% 

G
e

o
g

ra
p

h
ic

 

Urban 323 48.3% 934 53.9% 1257 52.4% 

Rural 346 51.7% 798 46.1% 1144 47.6% 

Tribal Land 49 7.3% 71 4.1% 120 5.0% 

G
e

o
m

e
tr

y Intersection Related 113 16.9% 288 16.6% 401 16.7% 

Road Departure 531 79.4% 1112 64.2% 1643 68.4% 

Work Zone Related 17 2.5% 33 1.9% 50 2.1% 

P
er

s
o

n
 T

y
p

e Young Driver 128 19.1% 423 24.4% 551 22.9% 

Older Driver 62 9.3% 129 7.4% 191 8.0% 

Pedestrian Involved 17 2.5% 26 1.5% 43 1.8% 

Bicyclist Involved 7 1.0% 16 0.9% 23 1.0% 

B
eh

av
io

r 

Alcohol Involved 326 48.7% 488 28.2% 814 33.9% 

Distracted Driving 316 47.2% 1039 60.0% 1355 56.4% 

Drug Involved 14 2.1% 36 2.1% 50 2.1% 

Impaired Driving 330 49.3% 463 26.7% 793 33.0% 

Unhelmeted Motorcyclist 114 17.0% 345 19.9% 459 19.1% 

No Safety Restraint Used 219 32.7% 173 10.0% 392 16.3% 

Sleepy/Fatigued Driving Related 12 1.8% 29 1.7% 41 1.7% 

Speeding/Aggressive Driving 669 100.0% 1732 100.0% 2401 100.0% 

V
eh

ic
le

 Motorcycle Involved 114 17.0% 360 20.8% 474 19.7% 

Train Involved 0 0.0% 1 0.1% 1 0.0% 

Heavy Vehicle Involved* 62 9.3% 107 6.2% 169 7.0% 

Multiple Vehicles 181 27.1% 663 38.3% 844 35.2% 

E
n

vi
ro

n
m

en
ta

l 

Inclement Weather 84 12.6% 224 12.9% 308 12.8% 

Wildlife/Animal Related 3 0.4% 3 0.2% 6 0.2% 

Dusk/Dawn 38 5.7% 72 4.2% 110 4.6% 

Dark-No Light 231 34.5% 365 21.1% 596 24.8% 

Notes: 
* Heavy Vehicle includes buses, recreational vehicles, and all trucks larger than a pickup truck 
Some crash reports stated more than one driver behavior contributing factor (for example, one crash may be both an 
“Aggressive Driving” and an “Inattentive Driving” crash). The numbers of times that driver behavior was recorded as a 
contributing factor in a crash report are tallied within the individual rows. 

 

 

 

 

Severe Speeding / Aggressive Driving Crashes in New Mexico by Year,  
2007 to 2012 

Year  Fatal  
Incapacitating 

Injury  

2007 149 368 

2008 141 366 

2009 142 365 

2010 116 333 

2011 121 300 

2012 107 312 

 

 

 

 

Annual Trend in Total Severe Speeding / Aggressive Driving Crashes,  
2007 to 2012 

 
 



Impaired Driving Emphasis Area 

Total Fatal and Incapacitating Injury Crash Statistics, 2007 to 2011 

C
at

eg
o

ry
 

Characteristic 

Fatal Incapacitating Injury Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

Impaired Driving  
Statewide Totals 

629 100.0% 1,138 100.0% 1,767 100.0% 

G
e

o
g

ra
p

h
ic

 

Urban 259 41.2% 665 58.4% 924 52.3% 

Rural 370 58.8% 473 41.6% 843 47.7% 

Tribal Land 59 9.4% 52 4.6% 111 6.3% 

G
e

o
m

e
tr

y Intersection Related 112 17.8% 188 16.5% 300 17.0% 

Road Departure 424 67.4% 707 62.1% 1,131 64.0% 

Work Zone Related 15 2.4% 19 1.7% 34 1.9% 

P
er

s
o

n
 T

y
p

e Young Driver 94 14.9% 180 15.8% 274 15.5% 

Older Driver 35 5.6% 68 6.0% 103 5.8% 

Pedestrian Involved 105 16.7% 95 8.3% 200 11.3% 

Bicyclist Involved 9 1.4% 21 1.8% 30 1.7% 

B
eh

av
io

r 

Alcohol Involved 609 96.8% 1,057 92.9% 1,666 94.3% 

Distracted Driving 289 45.9% 539 47.4% 828 46.9% 

Drug Involved 27 4.3% 110 9.7% 137 7.8% 

Impaired Driving 629 100.0% 1,138 100.0% 1,767 100.0% 

Unhelmeted Motorcyclist 81 12.9% 155 13.6% 236 13.4% 

No Restraint Used 195 31.0% 128 11.2% 323 18.3% 

Sleepy/Fatigued Driving Related 12 1.9% 28 2.5% 40 2.3% 

Speeding/Aggressive Driving 330 52.5% 463 40.7% 793 44.9% 

V
eh

ic
le

 Motorcycle Involved 81 12.9% 160 14.1% 241 13.6% 

Train Involved 0 0.0% 2 0.2% 2 0.1% 

Heavy Vehicle Involved* 37 5.9% 40 3.5% 77 4.4% 

Multiple Vehicles 153 24.3% 414 36.4% 567 32.1% 

E
n

vi
ro

n
m

en
ta

l 

Inclement Weather 43 6.8% 56 4.9% 99 5.6% 

Wildlife/Animal Related 2 0.3% 2 0.2% 4 0.2% 

Dusk/Dawn 28 4.5% 35 3.1% 63 3.6% 

Dark-No Light 291 46.3% 366 32.2% 657 37.2% 

Notes: 
* Heavy Vehicle includes buses, recreational vehicles, and all trucks larger than a pickup truck 
Some crash reports stated more than one driver behavior contributing factor (for example, one crash may be both an 
“Aggressive Driving” and an “Inattentive Driving” crash). The numbers of times that driver behavior was recorded as a 
contributing factor in a crash report are tallied within the individual rows.  

 

 

 

 

Severe Impaired Driving Crashes in New Mexico by Year, 2007 to 2012 

Year  Fatal 
Incapacitating 

Injury 

2007 157 229 

2008 131 213 

2009 137 251 

2010 129 239 

2011 134 206 

2012 147 230 

 

 

 

 

Annual Trend in Total Severe Impaired Driving Crashes, 2007 to 2012 

 
 



Distracted Driving Emphasis Area 

Total Fatal and Incapacitating Injury Crash Statistics, 2007 to 2011 

C
at

eg
o

ry
 

Characteristics 

Fatal Incapacitating Injury Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

Distracted Driving  
Statewide Totals 

778 100.0% 4,452 100.0% 5,230 100.0% 

G
e

o
g

ra
p

h
ic

 

Urban 244 31.4% 2955 66.4% 3,199 61.2% 

Rural 534 68.6% 1,497 33.6% 2,031 38.8% 

Tribal Land 58 7.5% 125 2.8% 183 3.5% 

G
e

o
m

e
tr

y Intersection Related 139 17.9% 1,382 31.0% 1,521 29.1% 

Road Departure 544 69.9% 1,825 41.0% 2,369 45.3% 

Work Zone Related 20 2.6% 100 2.2% 120 2.3% 

P
er

s
o

n
 T

y
p

e Young Driver 129 16.6% 1,060 23.8% 1,189 22.7% 

Older Driver 107 13.8% 617 13.9% 724 13.8% 

Pedestrian Involved 33 4.2% 153 3.4% 186 3.6% 

Bicyclist Involved 13 1.7% 121 2.7% 134 2.6% 

B
eh

av
io

r 

Alcohol Involved 280 36.0% 606 13.6% 886 16.9% 

Distracted Driving 778 100.0% 4,452 100.0% 5,230 100.0% 

Drug Involved 12 1.5% 60 1.3% 72 1.4% 

Impaired Driving 289 37.1% 539 12.1% 828 15.8% 

Unhelmeted Motorcyclist 121 15.6% 691 15.5% 812 15.5% 

No Safety Restraint Used 219 28.1% 227 5.1% 446 8.5% 

Sleepy/Fatigued Driving Related 57 7.3% 161 3.6% 218 4.2% 

Speeding/Aggressive Driving 316 40.6% 1,039 23.3% 1,355 25.9% 

V
eh

ic
le

 Motorcycle Involved 121 15.6% 691 15.5% 812 15.5% 

Train Involved 1 0.1% 3 0.1% 4 0.1% 

Heavy Vehicle Involved* 81 10.4% 308 6.9% 389 7.4% 

Multiple Vehicles 281 36.1% 2,725 61.2% 3,006 57.5% 

E
n

vi
ro

n
m

en
ta

l 

Inclement Weather 52 6.7% 263 5.9% 315 6.0% 

Wildlife/Animal Related 0 0.0% 3 0.1% 3 0.1% 

Dusk/Dawn 40 5.1% 171 3.8% 211 4.0% 

Dark-No Light 233 29.9% 594 13.3% 827 15.8% 

Notes: 
* Heavy Vehicle includes buses, recreational vehicles, and all trucks larger than a pickup truck 
Some crash reports stated more than one driver behavior contributing factor (for example, one crash may be both an 
“Aggressive Driving” and an “Inattentive Driving” crash). The numbers of times that driver behavior was recorded as a 
contributing factor in a crash report are tallied within the individual rows. 

 

 

 

 

Severe Distracted Driving Crashes in New Mexico by Year, 2007 to 2012 

Year  Fatal 
Incapacitating 

Injury  

2007 182 1,042 

2008 142 1,030 

2009 144 892 

2010 156 782 

2011 154 706 

2012 161 653 

 

 

 

 

Annual Trend in Total Severe Distracted Driving Crashes, 2007 to 2012 

 
 



Use of Safety Restraint Emphasis Area 

Total Fatal and Incapacitating Injury Crash Statistics, 2007 to 2011 

C
at

eg
o

ry
 

Characteristics 

Fatal Incapacitating Injury Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

Use of Safety Restraints  
Statewide Totals 

393 100.0% 367 100.0% 760 100.0% 

G
e

o
g

ra
p

h
ic

 

Urban 109 27.7% 157 42.8% 266 35.0% 

Rural 284 72.3% 210 57.2% 494 65.0% 

Tribal Land 31 7.9% 23 6.3% 54 7.1% 

G
e

o
m

e
tr

y Intersection Related 47 12.0% 62 16.9% 109 14.3% 

Road Departure 345 87.8% 252 68.7% 597 78.6% 

Work Zone Related 6 1.5% 4 1.1% 10 1.3% 

P
er

s
o

n
 T

y
p

e Young Driver 75 19.1% 97 26.4% 172 22.6% 

Older Driver 37 9.4% 20 5.4% 57 7.5% 

Pedestrian Involved 5 1.3% 5 1.4% 10 1.3% 

Bicyclist Involved 5 1.3% 11 3.0% 16 2.1% 

B
eh

av
io

r 

Alcohol Involved 192 48.9% 124 33.8% 316 41.6% 

Distracted Driving 219 55.7% 227 61.9% 446 58.7% 

Drug Involved 7 1.8% 5 1.4% 12 1.6% 

Impaired Driving 195 49.6% 128 34.9% 323 42.5% 

Unhelmeted Motorcyclist 7 1.8% 4 1.1% 11 1.4% 

No Safety Restraint Used 393 100.0% 367 100.0% 760 100.0% 

Sleepy/Fatigued Driving Related 19 4.8% 21 5.7% 40 5.3% 

Speeding/Aggressive Driving 219 55.7% 173 47.1% 392 51.6% 

V
eh

ic
le

 Motorcycle Involved 7 1.8% 4 1.1% 11 1.4% 

Train Involved 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Heavy Vehicle Involved* 32 8.1% 22 6.0% 54 7.1% 

Multiple Vehicles 83 21.1% 130 35.4% 213 28.0% 

E
n

vi
ro

n
m

en
ta

l 

Inclement Weather 37 9.4% 21 5.7% 58 7.6% 

Wildlife/Animal Related 0 0.0% 1 0.3% 1 0.1% 

Dusk/Dawn 28 7.1% 12 3.3% 40 5.3% 

Dark-No Light 159 40.5% 102 27.8% 261 34.3% 

Notes: 
* Heavy Vehicle includes buses, recreational vehicles, and all trucks larger than a pickup truck 
Some crash reports stated more than one driver behavior contributing factor (for example, one crash may be both an 
“Aggressive Driving” and an “Inattentive Driving” crash). The numbers of times that driver behavior was recorded as a 
contributing factor in a crash report are tallied within the individual rows. 

 

 

 

 

Severe No Safety Restraint Used Crashes in New Mexico by Year,  
2007 to 2012 

Year  Fatal 
Incapacitating 

Injury 

2007 95 52 

2008 73 46 

2009 76 82 

2010 79 109 

2011 70 78 

2012 94 87 

 

 

 

 

Annual Trend in Total Severe No Safety Restraint Used Crashes, 2007 to 2012 

 
 



Motorcycle Emphasis Area 

Total Fatal and Incapacitating Injury Crash Statistics, 2007 to 2011 

C
at

eg
o

ry
 

Characteristics 

Fatal Incapacitating Injury Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

Motorcycle  
Statewide Totals 

235 100.0% 1,145 100.0% 1,380 100.0% 

G
e

o
g

ra
p

h
ic

 

Urban 134 57.0% 754 65.9% 888 64.3% 

Rural 101 43.0% 391 34.1% 492 35.7% 

Tribal Land 10 4.3% 20 1.7% 30 2.2% 

G
e

o
m

e
tr

y Intersection Related 76 32.3% 267 23.3% 343 24.9% 

Road Departure 130 55.3% 570 49.8% 700 50.7% 

Work Zone Related 4 1.7% 19 1.7% 23 1.7% 

P
er

s
o

n
 T

y
p

e 

Young Driver 30 12.8% 204 17.8% 234 17.0% 

Older Driver 15 6.4% 122 10.7% 137 9.9% 

Motorcyclist Under Age 21 14 6.0% 146 12.8% 160 11.6% 

Motorcyclist Over Age 65 5 2.1% 47 4.1% 52 3.8% 

Pedestrian Involved 1 0.4% 8 0.7% 9 0.7% 

Bicyclist Involved 0 0.0% 1 0.1% 1 0.1% 

B
eh

av
io

r 

Alcohol Involved 76 32.3% 156 13.6% 232 16.8% 

Drug Involved 5 2.1% 9 0.8% 14 1.0% 

Alcohol/Drug Involved Driving* 81 34.5% 160 14.0% 241 17.5% 

Distracted Driving 121 51.5% 691 60.3% 812 58.8% 

Unhelmeted Motorcyclist 234 99.6% 1067 93.2% 1301 94.3% 

Sleepy/Fatigued Driving Related 1 0.4% 2 0.2% 3 0.2% 

Speeding/Aggressive Driving 114 48.5% 360 31.4% 474 34.3% 

V
eh

ic
le

 Motorcycle Involved 235 100.0% 1145 100.0% 1380 100.0% 

Train Involved 0 0.0% 1 0.1% 1 0.1% 

Heavy Vehicle Involved** 10 4.3% 7 0.6% 17 1.2% 

Multiple Vehicles 110 46.8% 538 47.0% 648 47.0% 

E
n

vi
ro

n
m

en
ta

l 

Inclement Weather 10 4.3% 50 4.4% 60 4.3% 

Wildlife/Animal Related 2 0.9% 24 2.1% 26 1.9% 

Dusk/Dawn 14 6.0% 44 3.8% 58 4.2% 

Dark-No Light 41 17.4% 117 10.2% 158 11.4% 

Notes: 
*   Formerly called Impaired Driving. 
** Heavy Vehicle includes buses, recreational vehicles, and trucks larger than a pickup truck. 
Some crash reports stated more than one driver behavior as a contributing factor (for example, one crash may be both an 
“Aggressive Driving” and an “Inattentive Driving” crash). The number of times that driver behavior was recorded as a 
contributing factor in a crash report are tallied within the individual rows. 

 

 

 

Severe Motorcycle Crashes in New Mexico, 2007 to 2012 
 

    
 

 

 
     Annual Trend in Total Severe Motorcycle Crashes, 2007 to 2012 
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Pedestrian Emphasis Area 

Total Fatal and Incapacitating Injury Crash Statistics, 2007 to 2011 

C
at

eg
o

ry
 

Characteristics 

Fatal Incapacitating Injury Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

Pedestrian  
Statewide Totals 

194 100.0% 386 100.0% 580 100.0% 

G
e

o
g

ra
p

h
ic

 

Urban 119 61.3% 348 90.2% 467 80.5% 

Rural 75 38.7% 38 9.8% 113 19.5% 

Tribal Land 19 9.8% 4 1.0% 23 4.0% 

G
e

o
m

e
tr

y Intersection Related 35 18.0% 16 4.1% 51 8.8% 

Road Departure 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Work Zone Related 4 2.1% 5 1.3% 9 1.6% 

P
er

s
o

n
 T

y
p

e 

Young Driver 21 10.8% 44 11.4% 65 11.2% 

Older Driver 15 7.7% 28 7.3% 43 7.4% 

Pedestrian Involved 194 100.0% 386 100.0% 580 100.0% 

Pedestrian Under Age 21 26 13.4% 84 21.8% 110 19.0% 

Pedestrian Over Age 65 21 10.8% 24 6.2% 45 7.8% 

Bicyclist Involved 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

B
eh

av
io

r 

Alcohol Involved 102 52.6% 92 23.8% 194 33.4% 

Drug Involved 4 2.1% 8 2.1% 12 2.1% 

Alcohol/Drug Involved Driving* 105 54.1% 95 24.6% 200 34.5% 

Distracted Driving 33 17.0% 153 39.6% 186 32.1% 

Unhelmeted Motorcyclist 1 0.5% 7 1.8% 8 1.4% 

Sleepy/Fatigued Driving Related 2 1.0% 1 0.3% 3 0.5% 

Speeding/Aggressive Driving 17 8.8% 26 6.7% 43 7.4% 

V
eh

ic
le

 Motorcycle Involved 1 0.5% 8 2.1% 9 1.6% 

Train Involved 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Heavy Vehicle Involved** 15 7.7% 14 3.6% 29 5.0% 

Multiple Vehicles 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

E
n

vi
ro

n
m

en
ta

l 

Inclement Weather 11 5.7% 26 6.7% 37 6.4% 

Wildlife/Animal Related 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Dusk/Dawn 6 3.1% 16 4.1% 22 3.8% 

Dark-No Light 85 43.8% 63 16.3% 148 25.5% 

Notes: 
*   Formerly called Impaired Driving. 
** Heavy Vehicle includes buses, recreational vehicles, and trucks larger than a pickup truck. 
Some crash reports stated more than one driver behavior as a contributing factor (for example, one crash may be both an 
“Aggressive Driving” and an “Inattentive Driving” crash). The number of times that driver behavior was recorded as a 
contributing factor in a crash report are tallied within the individual rows. 

    Severe Pedestrian Crashes in New Mexico, 2007 to 2012 
 

    
 

 

 
   Annual Trend in Total Severe Pedestrian Crashes, 2007 to 2012 
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Tribal Lands Emphasis Area 

Total Fatal and Incapacitating Injury Crash Statistics, 2007 to 2011 

C
at

eg
o

ry
 

Characteristics 
Fatal Incapacitating Injury Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

Tribal 
Statewide Totals 

123 100.0% 202 100.0% 325 100.0% 

G
e

o
g

ra
p

h
ic

 

Urban 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Rural 123 100.0% 202 100.0% 325 100.0% 

Tribal Lands 123 100.0% 202 100.0% 325 100.0% 

G
e

o
m

e
tr

y Intersection Related 8 6.5% 32 15.8% 40 12.3% 

Road Departure 83 67.5% 123 60.9% 206 63.4% 

Work Zone Related 7 5.7% 8 4.0% 15 4.6% 

P
er

s
o

n
 T

y
p

e Young Driver 9 7.3% 24 11.9% 33 10.2% 

Older Driver 15 12.2% 24 11.9% 39 12.0% 

Pedestrian Involved 19 15.4% 4 2.0% 23 7.1% 

Bicyclist Involved 1 0.8% 1 0.5% 2 0.6% 

B
eh

av
io

r 

Alcohol Involved 58 47.2% 28 13.9% 86 26.5% 

Distracted Driving 58 47.2% 125 61.9% 183 56.3% 

Drug Involved 2 1.6% 2 1.0% 4 1.2% 

Impaired Driving 59 48.0% 52 25.7% 111 34.2% 

Unhelmeted Motorcyclist 10 8.1% 19 9.4% 29 8.9% 

No Safety Restraint Used 31 25.2% 23 11.4% 54 16.6% 

Sleepy/Fatigued Driving Related 5 4.1% 11 5.4% 16 4.9% 

Speeding/Aggressive Driving 49 39.8% 71 35.1% 120 36.9% 

V
eh

ic
le

 Motorcycle Involved 10 8.1% 20 9.9% 30 9.2% 

Train Involved 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Heavy Vehicle Involved* 13 10.6% 22 10.9% 35 10.8% 

Multiple Vehicles 40 32.5% 92 45.5% 132 40.6% 

E
n

vi
ro

n
m

en
ta

l 

Inclement Weather 23 18.7% 30 14.9% 53 16.3% 

Wildlife/Animal Related 0 0.0% 1 0.5% 1 0.3% 

Dusk/Dawn 7 5.7% 8 4.0% 15 4.6% 

Dark-No Light 59 48.0% 41 20.3% 100 30.8% 

Notes: 
* Heavy Vehicle includes buses, recreational vehicles, and all trucks larger than a pickup truck 
Some crash reports stated more than one driver behavior contributing factor (for example, one crash may be both an 
“Aggressive Driving” and an “Inattentive Driving” crash). The numbers of times that driver behavior was recorded as a 
contributing factor in a crash report are tallied within the individual rows. 

 

 

 

 

Severe Tribal Land Crashes in New Mexico by Year, 2007 to 2012 

Year  Fatal 
Incapacitating 

Injury 

2007 24 41 

2008 30 36 

2009 24 39 

2010 24 44 

2011 21 42 

2012 34 49 

 

 

 

 

Annual Trend in Total Severe Tribal Land Crashes, 2007 to 2012 

 
 



Young Driver Emphasis Area 

Total Fatal and Incapacitating Injury Crash Statistics, 2007 to 2011 

C
at

eg
o

ry
 

Characteristics 

Fatal Incapacitating Injury Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

Young Driver  
Statewide Totals 

259 100.0% 1,567 100.0% 1,826 100.0% 

G
e

o
g

ra
p

h
ic

 

Urban 112 43.2% 1,168 74.5% 1,280 70.1% 

Rural 147 56.8% 399 25.5% 546 29.9% 

Tribal Land 9 3.5% 24 1.5% 33 1.8% 

G
e

o
m

e
tr

y Intersection Related 56 21.6% 578 36.9% 634 34.7% 

Road Departure 174 67.2% 575 36.7% 749 41.0% 

Work Zone Related 3 1.2% 28 1.8% 31 1.7% 

P
er

s
o

n
 T

y
p

e Young Driver 259 100.0% 1567 100.0% 1826 100.0% 

Older Driver 12 4.6% 119 7.6% 131 7.2% 

Pedestrian Involved 21 8.1% 44 2.8% 65 3.6% 

Bicyclist Involved 6 2.3% 28 1.8% 34 1.9% 

B
eh

av
io

r 

Alcohol Involved 94 36.3% 172 11.0% 266 14.6% 

Drug Involved 4 1.5% 12 0.8% 16 0.9% 

Alcohol/Drug Involved Driving* 94 36.3% 180 11.5% 274 15.0% 

Distracted Driving 129 49.8% 1,060 67.6% 1,189 65.1% 

Unhelmeted Motorcyclist 30 11.6% 198 12.6% 228 12.5% 

No Safety Restraint Used 75 29.0% 97 6.2% 172 9.4% 

Sleepy/Fatigued Driving Related 13 5.0% 31 2.0% 44 2.4% 

Speeding/Aggressive Driving 128 49.4% 423 27.0% 551 30.2% 

V
eh

ic
le

 Motorcycle Involved 30 11.6% 204 13.0% 234 12.8% 

Train Involved 0 0.0% 1 0.1% 1 0.1% 

Heavy Vehicle Involved** 20 7.7% 38 2.4% 58 3.2% 

Multiple Vehicles 102 39.4% 1,037 66.2% 1,139 62.4% 

E
n

vi
ro

n
m

en
ta

l 

Inclement Weather 17 6.6% 82 5.2% 99 5.4% 

Wildlife/Animal Related 2 0.8% 3 0.2% 5 0.3% 

Dusk/Dawn 11 4.2% 51 3.3% 62 3.4% 

Dark-No Light 91 35.1% 202 12.9% 293 16.0% 

Notes: 
*  Formerly called Impaired Driving. 
** Heavy Vehicle includes buses, recreational vehicles, and trucks larger than a pickup truck. 
Some crash reports stated more than one driver behavior as a contributing factor (for example, one crash may be both an 
“Aggressive Driving” and an “Inattentive Driving” crash). The number of times that driver behavior was recorded as a 
contributing factor in a crash report are tallied within the individual rows.. 

 

 

 

Severe Young Driver Crashes in New Mexico, 2007 to 2012 
 

  
 

 

 
     Annual Trend in Total Severe Young Driver Crashes, 2007 to 2012 
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Intersections Emphasis Area 

Total Fatal and Incapacitating Injury Crash Statistics, 2007 to 2011 

C
at

eg
o

ry
 

Characteristics 

Fatal Incapacitating Injury Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

Intersections  
Statewide Totals 

298 100.0% 2,080 100.0% 2,378 100.0% 

G
e

o
g

ra
p

h
ic

 

Urban 239 80.2% 1,816 87.3% 2,055 86.4% 

Rural 77 25.8% 264 12.7% 341 14.3% 

Tribal Land 8 2.7% 32 1.5% 40 1.7% 

G
e

o
m

e
tr

y Intersection Related 298 100.0% 2,080 100.0% 2,378 100.0% 

Road Departure 78 26.2% 130 6.3% 208 8.7% 

Work Zone Related 2 0.7% 23 1.1% 25 1.1% 

P
er

s
o

n
 T

y
p

e Young Driver 56 18.8% 578 27.8% 634 26.7% 

Older Driver 74 24.8% 444 21.3% 518 21.8% 

Pedestrian Involved 35 11.7% 16 0.8% 51 2.1% 

Bicyclist Involved 9 3.0% 20 1.0% 29 1.2% 

B
eh

av
io

r 

Alcohol Involved 106 35.6% 159 7.6% 265 11.1% 

Distracted Driving 139 46.6% 1382 66.4% 1521 64.0% 

Drug Involved 7 2.3% 35 1.7% 42 1.8% 

Impaired Driving 112 37.6% 188 9.0% 300 12.6% 

Unhelmeted Motorcyclist 75 25.2% 247 11.9% 322 13.5% 

No Safety Restraint Used 47 15.8% 62 3.0% 109 4.6% 

Sleepy/Fatigued Driving Related 2 0.7% 7 0.3% 9 0.4% 

Speeding/Aggressive Driving 113 37.9% 288 13.8% 401 16.9% 

V
eh

ic
le

 Motorcycle Involved 76 25.5% 267 12.8% 343 14.4% 

Train Involved 0 0.0% 1 0.0% 1 0.0% 

Heavy Vehicle Involved* 24 8.1% 82 3.9% 106 4.5% 

Multiple Vehicles 191 64.1% 2,010 96.6% 2,201 92.6% 

E
n

vi
ro

n
m

en
ta

l 

Inclement Weather 12 4.0% 93 4.5% 105 4.4% 

Wildlife/Animal Related 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Dusk/Dawn 17 5.7% 69 3.3% 86 3.6% 

Dark-No Light 48 16.1% 74 3.6% 122 5.1% 

Notes: 
* Heavy Vehicle includes buses, recreational vehicles, and all trucks larger than a pickup truck 
Some crash reports stated more than one driver behavior contributing factor (for example, one crash may be both an 
“Aggressive Driving” and an “Inattentive Driving” crash). The numbers of times that driver behavior was recorded as a 
contributing factor in a crash report are tallied within the individual rows. 

 

 

 

Severe Intersection Crashes in New Mexico by Year, 2007 to 2011 
 

 
 

 

 
         Annual Trend in Total Severe Intersection Crashes, 2007 to 2011 
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Older Driver Emphasis Area 

Total Fatal and Incapacitating Injury Crash Statistics, 2007 to 2011 

C
at

eg
o

ry
 

Characteristics 

Fatal Incapacitating Injury Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

Older Driver  
Statewide Totals 

225 100.0% 941 100.0% 1,166 100.0% 

G
eo

g
ra

p
h

ic
 

Urban 88 39.1% 702 74.6% 790 67.8% 

Rural 137 60.9% 239 25.4% 376 32.2% 

Tribal Land 15 6.7% 24 2.6% 39 3.3% 

G
eo

m
et

ry
 

Intersection Related 74 32.9% 444 47.2% 518 44.4% 

Road Departure 114 50.7% 251 26.7% 365 31.3% 

Work Zone Related 6 2.7% 20 2.1% 26 2.2% 

P
er

so
n

 T
yp

e Young Driver 12 5.3% 119 12.6% 131 11.2% 

Older Driver 225 100.0% 941 100.0% 1166 100.0% 
Pedestrian Involved 15 6.7% 28 3.0% 43 3.7% 

Bicyclist Involved 3 1.3% 14 1.5% 17 1.5% 

B
eh

av
io

r 

Alcohol Involved 32 14.2% 58 6.2% 90 7.7% 
Drug Involved 3 1.3% 12 1.3% 15 1.3% 

Alcohol/Drug Involved Driving* 35 15.6% 68 7.2% 103 8.8% 
Distracted Driving 107 47.6% 617 65.6% 724 62.1% 
Unhelmeted Motorcyclist 15 6.7% 116 12.3% 131 11.2% 

No Safety Restraint Used 37 16.4% 20 2.1% 57 4.9% 
Sleepy/Fatigued Driving Related 12 5.3% 11 1.2% 23 2.0% 
Speeding/Aggressive Driving 62 27.6% 129 13.7% 191 16.4% 

V
eh

ic
le

 Motorcycle Involved 15 6.7% 122 13.0% 137 11.7% 
Train Involved 0 0.0% 1 0.1% 1 0.1% 
Heavy Vehicle Involved** 37 16.4% 59 6.3% 96 8.2% 

Multiple Vehicles 139 61.8% 787 83.6% 926 79.4% 

E
n

vi
ro

n
m

en
ta

l 

Inclement Weather 24 10.7% 68 7.2% 92 7.9% 

Wildlife/Animal Related 0 0.0% 1 0.1% 1 0.1% 

Dusk/Dawn 8 3.6% 29 3.1% 37 3.2% 

Dark-No Light 33 14.7% 57 6.1% 90 7.7% 
Notes: 
*   Formerly called Impaired Driving. 

** Heavy Vehicle includes buses, recreational vehicles, and trucks larger than a pickup truck. 
Some crash reports stated more than one driver behavior as a contributing factor (for example, one crash may be both an 
“Aggressive Driving” and an “Inattentive Driving” crash). The number of times that driver behavior was recorded as a 
contributing factor in a crash report are tallied within the individual rows. 

 

 

 

Severe Older Driver Crashes in New Mexico, 2007 to 2012 
 

 
 

 
       Annual Trend in Total Severe Older Driver Crashes, 2007 to 2012 

 
 

 

Year  Fatal 
Incapacitating 

Injury 

2007 52 161 

2008 39 192 

2009 53 184 

2010 36 228 

2011 45 176 

2012 57 135 



Bicycles Emphasis Area 

Total Fatal and Incapacitating Injury Crash Statistics, 2007 to 2011 

at
eg

o
ry

 

Characteristics 

Fatal Incapacitating Injury Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

Bicycle  
Statewide Totals 

29 100.0% 196 100.0% 225 100.0% 

G
e

o
g

ra
p

h
ic

 

Urban 19 65.5% 181 92.3% 200 88.9% 

Rural 10 34.5% 15 7.7% 25 11.1% 

Tribal Land 1 3.4% 1 0.5% 2 0.9% 

G
e

o
m

e
tr

y Intersection Related 9 31.0% 20 10.2% 29 12.9% 

Road Departure 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Work Zone Related 0 0.0% 2 1.0% 2 0.9% 

P
er

s
o

n
 T

y
p

e 

Young Driver of Vehicle 6 20.7% 28 14.3% 34 15.1% 

Older Driver of Vehicle 3 10.3% 14 7.1% 17 7.6% 

Pedestrian Involved 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Bicyclist Involved 29 100.0% 196 100.0% 225 100.0% 

Bicyclist Under Age 21 3 10.3% 53 27.0% 56 24.9% 

Bicyclist Over Age 65 3 10.3% 3 1.5% 6 2.7% 

B
eh

av
io

r 

Alcohol Involved 8 24.1% 21 9.7% 29 12.9% 

Drug Involved 1 3.4% 0 0.0% 1 0.4% 

Alcohol/Drug Involved Driving* 9 31.0% 21 10.7% 30 13.3% 

Distracted Driving 13 44.8% 121 61.7% 134 59.6% 

Unhelmeted Motorcyclist 0 0.0% 1 0.5% 1 0.4% 

Sleepy/Fatigued Driving Related 1 3.4% 1 0.5% 2 0.9% 

Speeding/Aggressive Driving 7 24.1% 16 8.2% 23 10.2% 

V
eh

ic
le

 Motorcycle Involved 0 0.0% 1 0.5% 1 0.4% 

Train Involved 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Heavy Vehicle Involved** 1 3.4% 4 2.0% 5 2.2% 

Multiple Vehicles 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

E
n

vi
ro

n
m

en
ta

l 

Inclement Weather 1 3.4% 6 3.1% 7 3.1% 

Wildlife/Animal Related 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Dusk/Dawn 2 6.9% 9 4.6% 11 4.9% 

Dark-No Light 7 24.1% 12 6.1% 19 8.4% 

Notes: 
*   Formerly called Impaired Driving. 
** Heavy Vehicle includes buses, recreational vehicles, and trucks larger than a pickup truck. 
Some crash reports stated more than one driver behavior as a contributing factor (for example, one crash may be both an 
“Aggressive Driving” and an “Inattentive Driving” crash). The number of times that driver behavior was recorded as a 
contributing factor in a crash report are tallied within the individual rows. 

 
 
 

Severe Bicycle Crashes in New Mexico by Year, 2007 to 2012 
 

   
 

 

 
     Annual Trend in Total Severe Bicycle Crashes, 2007 to 2012 
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Heavy Vehicles Emphasis Area 

Total Fatal and Incapacitating Injury Crash Statistics, 2007 to 2011 

C
at

eg
o

ry
 

Characteristics 

Fatal Incapacitating Injury Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

Heavy Vehicle  
Statewide Totals 

212 100.0% 432 100.0% 644 100.0% 

G
e

o
g

ra
p

h
ic

 

Urban 49 23.1% 188 43.5% 237 36.8% 

Rural 163 76.9% 244 56.5% 407 63.2% 

Tribal Land 13 6.1% 22 5.1% 35 5.4% 

G
e

o
m

e
tr

y Intersection Related 24 11.3% 82 19.0% 106 16.5% 

Road Departure 107 50.5% 150 34.7% 257 39.9% 

Work Zone Related 11 5.2% 30 6.9% 41 6.4% 

P
er

s
o

n
 T

y
p

e Young Driver 20 9.4% 38 8.8% 58 9.0% 

Older Driver 37 17.5% 59 13.7% 96 14.9% 

Pedestrian Involved 15 7.1% 14 3.2% 29 4.5% 

Bicyclist Involved 1 0.5% 4 0.9% 5 0.8% 

B
eh

av
io

r 

Alcohol Involved 35 16.5% 36 8.3% 71 11.0% 

Drug Involved 2 0.9% 4 0.9% 6 0.9% 

Alcohol/Drug Involved Driving* 37 17.5% 40 9.3% 77 12.0% 

Distracted Driving 81 38.2% 308 71.3% 389 60.4% 

Unhelmeted Motorcyclist 10 4.7% 6 1.4% 16 2.5% 

No Safety Restraint Used 32 15.1% 22 5.1% 54 8.4% 

Sleepy/Fatigued Driving Related 9 4.2% 20 4.6% 29 4.5% 

Speeding/Aggressive Driving 62 29.2% 107 24.8% 169 26.2% 

V
eh

ic
le

 Motorcycle Involved 10 4.7% 7 1.6% 17 2.6% 

Train Involved 2 0.9% 0 0.0% 2 0.3% 

Heavy Vehicle Involved** 212 100.0% 432 100.0% 644 100.0% 

Multiple Vehicles 150 70.8% 314 72.7% 464 72.0% 

E
n

vi
ro

n
m

en
ta

l 

Inclement Weather 30 14.2% 45 10.4% 75 11.6% 

Wildlife/Animal Related 1 0.5% 1 0.2% 2 0.3% 

Dusk/Dawn 10 4.7% 11 2.5% 21 3.3% 

Dark-No Light 70 33.0% 89 20.6% 159 24.7% 

Notes: 
*   Formerly called Impaired Driving. 
** Heavy Vehicle includes buses, recreational vehicles, and all trucks larger than a pickup truck. 
Some crash reports stated more than one driver behavior as a contributing factor (for example, one crash may be both an 
“Aggressive Driving” and an “Inattentive Driving” crash). The number of times that driver behavior was recorded as a 
contributing factor in a crash report are tallied within the individual rows. 

 

 
 

Severe Heavy Vehicle Crashes in New Mexico, 2007 to 2012 
 

    
 

 
Annual Trend in Total Severe Heavy Vehicle Crashes, 2007 to 2012 
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Inclement Weather Emphasis Area 

Total Fatal and Incapacitating Injury Crash Statistics, 2007 to 2011 

C
at

eg
o

ry
 

Characteristics 

Fatal Incapacitating Injury Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

Inclement Weather  
Statewide Totals 

150 100.0% 518 100.0% 668 100.0% 

G
e

o
g

ra
p

h
ic

 

Urban 29 19.3% 251 48.5% 280 41.9% 

Rural 122 81.3% 244 47.1% 366 54.8% 

Tribal Land 23 15.3% 30 5.8% 53 7.9% 

G
e

o
m

e
tr

y Intersection Related 12 8.0% 93 18.0% 105 15.7% 

Road Departure 112 74.7% 293 56.6% 405 60.6% 

Work Zone Related 4 2.7% 6 1.2% 10 1.5% 

P
er

s
o

n
 T

y
p

e Young Driver 17 11.3% 82 15.8% 99 14.8% 

Older Driver 24 16.0% 68 13.1% 92 13.8% 

Pedestrian Involved 11 7.3% 26 5.0% 37 5.5% 

Bicyclist Involved 1 0.7% 6 1.2% 7 1.0% 

B
eh

av
io

r 

Alcohol Involved 41 27.3% 50 9.7% 91 13.6% 

Distracted Driving 52 34.7% 263 50.8% 315 47.2% 

Drug Involved 2 1.3% 6 1.2% 8 1.2% 

Impaired Driving 43 28.7% 56 10.8% 99 14.8% 

Unhelmeted Motorcyclist 10 6.7% 46 8.9% 56 8.4% 

No Safety Restraint Used 37 24.7% 21 4.1% 58 8.7% 

Sleepy/Fatigued Driving Related 5 3.3% 7 1.4% 12 1.8% 

Speeding/Aggressive Driving 84 56.0% 224 43.2% 308 46.1% 

V
eh

ic
le

 Motorcycle Involved 10 6.7% 50 9.7% 60 9.0% 

Train Involved 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Heavy Vehicle Involved* 30 20.0% 45 8.7% 75 11.2% 

Multiple Vehicles 99 66.0% 234 45.2% 333 49.9% 

E
n

vi
ro

n
m

en
ta

l 

Inclement Weather 150 100.0% 518 100.0% 668 100.0% 

Wildlife/Animal Related 0 0.0% 5 1.0% 5 0.7% 

Dusk/Dawn 8 5.3% 33 6.4% 41 6.1% 

Dark-No Light 57 38.0% 92 17.8% 149 22.3% 

Notes: 
* Heavy Vehicle includes buses, recreational vehicles, and all trucks larger than a pickup truck 
Some crash reports stated more than one driver behavior contributing factor (for example, one crash may be both an 
“Aggressive Driving” and an “Inattentive Driving” crash). The numbers of times that driver behavior was recorded as a 
contributing factor in a crash report are tallied within the individual rows. 

 

 

 

Severe Inclement Weather Crashes in New Mexico by Year, 2007 to 2012 
 

    
 

 

 
     Annual Trend in Total Severe Inclement Weather Crashes, 2007 to 2012 
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Sleepy / Fatigued Driving Emphasis Area 

Total Fatal and Incapacitating Injury Crash Statistics, 2007 to 2011 

C
at

eg
o

ry
 

Characteristics 

Fatal Incapacitating Injury Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

Sleepy / Fatigued Driving 
Statewide Totals 

68 100.0% 182 100.0% 250 100.0% 

G
e

o
g

ra
p

h
ic

 

Urban 11 16.2% 46 25.3% 57 22.8% 

Rural 57 83.8% 136 74.7% 193 77.2% 

Tribal Land 5 7.4% 11 6.0% 16 6.4% 

G
e

o
m

e
tr

y Intersection Related 2 2.9% 7 3.8% 9 3.6% 

Road Departure 59 86.8% 153 84.1% 212 84.8% 

Work Zone Related 1 1.5% 6 3.3% 7 2.8% 

P
er

s
o

n
 T

y
p

e Young Driver 13 19.1% 31 17.0% 44 17.6% 

Older Driver 12 17.6% 11 6.0% 23 9.2% 

Pedestrian Involved 2 2.9% 1 0.5% 3 1.2% 

Bicyclist Involved 1 1.5% 1 0.5% 2 0.8% 

B
eh

av
io

r 

Alcohol Involved 13 19.1% 24 13.2% 37 14.8% 

Distracted Driving 57 83.8% 161 88.5% 218 87.2% 

Drug Involved 0 0.0% 4 2.2% 4 1.6% 

Impaired Driving 12 17.6% 28 15.4% 40 16.0% 

Unhelmeted Motorcyclist 1 1.5% 2 1.1% 3 1.2% 

No Safety Restraint Used 19 27.9% 21 11.5% 40 16.0% 

Sleepy/Fatigued Driving Related 68 100.0% 182 100.0% 250 100.0% 

Speeding/Aggressive Driving 12 17.6% 29 15.9% 41 16.4% 

V
eh

ic
le

 Motorcycle Involved 1 1.5% 2 1.1% 3 1.2% 

Train Involved 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Heavy Vehicle Involved* 9 13.2% 20 11.0% 29 11.6% 

Multiple Vehicles 16 23.5% 31 17.0% 47 18.8% 

E
n

vi
ro

n
m

en
ta

l 

Inclement Weather 5 7.4% 7 3.8% 12 4.8% 

Wildlife/Animal Related 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Dusk/Dawn 4 5.9% 15 8.2% 19 7.6% 

Dark-No Light 30 44.1% 64 35.2% 94 37.6% 

Notes: 
* Heavy Vehicle includes buses, recreational vehicles, and all trucks larger than a pickup truck 
Some crash reports stated more than one driver behavior contributing factor (for example, one crash may be both an 
“Aggressive Driving” and an “Inattentive Driving” crash). The numbers of times that driver behavior was recorded as a 
contributing factor in a crash report are tallied within the individual rows. 

 

 

 

 

Severe Sleepy / Fatigued Driving Crashes in New Mexico by Year,  
2007 to 2012 

Year  Fatal 
Incapacitating 

Injury 

2007 23 47 

2008 10 25 

2009 13 31 

2010 11 45 

2011 11 34 

2012 13 30 

 

 

 

 

Annual Trend in Total Severe Sleepy / Fatigued Driving Crashes,  
2007 to 2012 

 
 



Work Zones Emphasis Area 

Total Fatal and Incapacitating Injury Crash Statistics, 2007 to 2011 

C
at

eg
o

ry
 

Characteristics 

Fatal Incapacitating Injury Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

Work Zones  
Statewide Totals 

35 100.0% 139 100.0% 174 100.0% 

G
e

o
g

ra
p

h
ic

 

Urban 8 22.9% 64 46.0% 72 41.4% 

Rural 27 77.1% 75 54.0% 102 58.6% 

Tribal Land 7 20.0% 8 5.8% 15 8.6% 

G
e

o
m

e
tr

y Intersection Related 2 5.7% 23 16.5% 25 14.4% 

Road Departure 21 60.0% 51 36.7% 72 41.4% 

Work Zone Related 35 100.0% 139 100.0% 174 100.0% 

P
er

s
o

n
 T

y
p

e Young Driver 3 8.6% 28 20.1% 31 17.8% 

Older Driver 6 17.1% 20 14.4% 26 14.9% 

Pedestrian Involved 4 11.4% 5 3.6% 9 5.2% 

Bicyclist Involved 0 0.0% 2 1.4% 2 1.1% 

B
eh

av
io

r 

Alcohol Involved 15 42.9% 18 12.9% 33 19.0% 

Distracted Driving 20 57.1% 100 71.9% 120 69.0% 

Drug Involved 0 0.0% 1 0.7% 1 0.6% 

Impaired Driving 15 42.9% 19 13.7% 34 19.5% 

Unhelmeted Motorcyclist 4 11.4% 15 10.8% 19 10.9% 

No Safety Restraint Used 6 17.1% 4 2.9% 10 5.7% 

Sleepy/Fatigued Driving Related 1 2.9% 6 4.3% 7 4.0% 

Speeding/Aggressive Driving 17 48.6% 33 23.7% 50 28.7% 

V
eh

ic
le

 Motorcycle Involved 4 11.4% 19 13.7% 23 13.2% 

Train Involved 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Heavy Vehicle Involved* 11 31.4% 30 21.6% 41 23.6% 

Multiple Vehicles 16 45.7% 84 60.4% 100 57.5% 

E
n

vi
ro

n
m

en
ta

l 

Inclement Weather 4 11.4% 6 4.3% 10 5.7% 

Wildlife/Animal Related 0 0.0% 1 0.7% 1 0.6% 

Dusk/Dawn 0 0.0% 4 2.9% 4 2.3% 

Dark-No Light 16 45.7% 25 18.0% 41 23.6% 

Notes: 
* Heavy Vehicle includes buses, recreational vehicles, and all trucks larger than a pickup truck 
Some crash reports stated more than one driver behavior contributing factor (for example, one crash may be both an 
“Aggressive Driving” and an “Inattentive Driving” crash). The numbers of times that driver behavior was recorded as a 
contributing factor in a crash report are tallied within the individual rows. 

 

 

 

Severe Work Zone Crashes in New Mexico by Year, 2007 to 2012 
 

 
 

 

 
         Annual Trend in Total Severe Work Zone Crashes, 2007 to 2012 
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Train-Vehicle (Rail) Emphasis Area 

Total Fatal and Incapacitating Injury Crash Statistics, 2007 to 2011 

C
at

eg
o

ry
 

Characteristics 

Fatal Incapacitating Injury Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

Train-Vehicle  
Statewide Totals 

4 100.0% 6 100.0% 10 100.0% 

G
e

o
g

ra
p

h
ic

 

Urban 1 25.0% 2 33.3% 3 30.0% 

Rural 3 75.0% 3 50.0% 6 60.0% 

Tribal Land 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

G
e

o
m

e
tr

y Intersection Related 0 0.0% 1 16.7% 1 10.0% 

Road Departure 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Work Zone Related 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

P
er

s
o

n
 T

y
p

e Young Driver 0 0.0% 1 16.7% 1 10.0% 

Older Driver 0 0.0% 1 16.7% 1 10.0% 

Pedestrian Involved 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Bicyclist Involved 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

B
eh

av
io

r 

Alcohol Involved 0 0.0% 2 33.3% 2 20.0% 

Distracted Driving 1 25.0% 3 50.0% 4 40.0% 

Drug Involved 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Impaired Driving 0 0.0% 2 33.3% 2 20.0% 

Unhelmeted Motorcyclist 0 0.0% 1 16.7% 1 10.0% 

No Safety Restraint Used 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Sleepy/Fatigued Driving Related 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Speeding/Aggressive Driving 0 0.0% 1 16.7% 1 10.0% 

V
eh

ic
le

 Motorcycle Involved 0 0.0% 1 16.7% 1 10.0% 

Train Involved 4 100.0% 6 100.0% 10 100.0% 

Heavy Vehicle Involved* 2 50.0% 0 0.0% 2 20.0% 

Multiple Vehicles 1 25.0% 4 66.7% 5 50.0% 

E
n

vi
ro

n
m

en
ta

l 

Inclement Weather 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Wildlife/Animal Related 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Dusk/Dawn 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Dark-No Light 0 0.0% 1 16.7% 1 10.0% 

Notes: 
* Heavy Vehicle includes buses, recreational vehicles, and all trucks larger than a pickup truck 
Some crash reports stated more than one driver behavior contributing factor (for example, one crash may be both an 
“Aggressive Driving” and an “Inattentive Driving” crash). The numbers of times that driver behavior was recorded as a 
contributing factor in a crash report are tallied within the individual rows. 

 

 

 

Severe Train-Vehicle Crashes in New Mexico by Year, 2007 to 2012 
 

    
 

 

 
     Annual Trend in Total Severe Train-Vehicle Crashes, 2007 to 2012 
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Wildlife / Animal Emphasis Area 

Total Fatal and Incapacitating Injury Crash Statistics, 2007 to 2011 

C
at

eg
o

ry
 

Characteristics 

Fatal Incapacitating Injury Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

# of 
Crashes 

% of 
Total 

Wildlife/Animal  
Statewide Totals 

12 100.0% 62 100.0% 74 100.0% 

G
e

o
g

ra
p

h
ic

 

Urban 1 8.3% 6 9.7% 7 9.5% 

Rural 11 91.7% 58 93.5% 69 93.2% 

Tribal Land 0 0.0% 1 1.6% 1 1.4% 

G
e

o
m

e
tr

y Intersection Related 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Road Departure 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Work Zone Related 0 0.0% 1 1.6% 1 1.4% 

P
er

s
o

n
 T

y
p

e Young Driver 2 16.7% 3 4.8% 5 6.8% 

Older Driver 0 0.0% 1 1.6% 1 1.4% 

Pedestrian Involved 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Bicyclist Involved 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

B
eh

av
io

r 

Alcohol Involved 2 16.7% 1 1.6% 3 4.1% 

Distracted Driving 0 0.0% 3 4.8% 3 4.1% 

Drug Involved 0 0.0% 1 1.6% 1 1.4% 

Impaired Driving 2 16.7% 2 3.2% 4 5.4% 

Unhelmeted Motorcyclist 4 33.3% 23 37.1% 27 36.5% 

No Safety Restraint Used 0 0.0% 1 1.6% 1 1.4% 

Sleepy/Fatigued Driving Related 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Speeding/Aggressive Driving 3 25.0% 3 4.8% 6 8.1% 

V
eh

ic
le

 Motorcycle Involved 2 16.7% 24 38.7% 26 35.1% 

Train Involved 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Heavy Vehicle Involved* 1 8.3% 1 1.6% 2 2.7% 

Multiple Vehicles 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

E
n

vi
ro

n
m

en
ta

l 

Inclement Weather 0 0.0% 5 8.1% 5 6.8% 

Wildlife/Animal Related 12 100.0% 62 100.0% 74 100.0% 

Dusk/Dawn 0 0.0% 3 4.8% 3 4.1% 

Dark-No Light 8 66.7% 37 59.7% 45 60.8% 

Notes: 
* Heavy Vehicle includes buses, recreational vehicles, and all trucks larger than a pickup truck 
Some crash reports stated more than one driver behavior contributing factor (for example, one crash may be both an 
“Aggressive Driving” and an “Inattentive Driving” crash). The numbers of times that driver behavior was recorded as a 
contributing factor in a crash report are tallied within the individual rows. 

 

 

 

Severe Wildlife / Animal Crashes in New Mexico by Year, 2007 to 2012 
 

 
 

 

 
        Annual Trend in Total Severe Wildlife / Animal Crashes, 2007 to 2012 
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APPENDIX B – SAFETY STRATEGIES



NEW MEXICO STRATEGIC HIGHWAY SAFETY PLAN  1 

Appendix B 

Safety Strategies 
The following tables list the New Mexico safety strategies for each safety emphasis area. These strategies were 
initially drafted after the Safety Launch. The safety strategies were refined and edited during the Focus Group 
Meetings and the Safety Summit. After the Safety Summit, final edits were made by the SHSP Project 
Management Team (PMT). Each table lists the following: 

 Objectives for improving roadway safety in a particular safety emphasis area.

 Safety strategies developed to meet each objective.

 Whether or not the state of New Mexico is already performing a particular safety strategy.



 
 

 

List of Legislative and Major Policy Safety Strategies 
* Strategy from Summit – Legislative  ** Strategy from Summit – Policy  

Objectives Legislative Strategies Already Doing? 

Distracted Driving   

Laws and enforcement 

Ban all cell phone use while driving, including hands-free, for all 
drivers.* 

 

Allow insurance companies to reduce driver insurance claims if 
“distracted driving” is identified as a contributing factor to a crash.* 

 

Pedestrians   
Develop and implement guidelines for 
pedestrian safety programs and 
strategies 

Adopt model facility safety, planning, and design guidelines, such as 
Public Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines, at the state and local 
levels. (Policy) 

 

Younger Drivers   

Enhance graduated driver licensing 

Enact minimum age of 16 for learner’s permit and full driver’s license 
to age 18 to be more in compliance with MAP-21 Section 405(G) 
GDL Incentive Grant eligibility. 

 

For intermediate licensed drivers, require 50 hours of supervised 
driving for drivers between the ages of 16 and 18. 

 

Enhance nighttime driving restriction from 11:00 pm to 5:00 am. 
(Suggested NHTSA Interim Final Rule recommends 10:00 pm to 
5:00 am.) 

 

Assist parents in monitoring their 
teens’ driving 

Facilitate parental management of intermediate drivers by requiring 
parent education as a driver education classroom component. 
(Policy) Note: This could by modified to encourage parent education. 

 

Unsignalized Intersections   

Improve access management 
Implement in design projects driveway turn restrictions, closures, or 
relocations consistent with NMDOT Access Management Guidelines 
(Policy)  

 



 
 

Objectives Legislative Strategies Already Doing? 

Impaired Driving   

Reduce excessive drinking and 
underage drinking 

Change legislation to require mandatory ID checks for all 
establishments that sell alcohol for consumption on the premises.*  

 

Change legislation to restrict the number of drinks served. Also 
include program on public awareness.* 

 

Prosecute, impose sanctions on, and 
treat DWI offenders 

Allow Department of Health (DOH) Scientific Labs Division (SLD) to 
testify via video conference. 

 

Establish reasonable per se limit (any detectable amount) for 
drugged driving and for drug impairment. 

 

Increase education for judges on drug impairment tests and improve 
awareness and communications with courts to ensure drug screening 
occurs and protect funding for drug court programs.** 

 

Legislation to address drugged driving and approval of sensors for 
detecting drug impairment* 

 

Control high-BAC and repeat 
offenders Require ignition interlocks as a condition for license reinstatement.* Yes 

Coordinate and implement initiatives 
included in all impaired driving plans 

Increase funding for safe ride programs or voucher program and 
capacity.** 

 

Heavy Vehicles   
Reduce fatigue-related crashes 
through infrastructure or programs that 
reduce the risk of sleepy/fatigued 
driving crashes by commercial drivers 

Provide increased enforcement presence with additional staffing for 
extended operational hours at ports of entry.** 

 

Improve safety and operations to 
address speed differential 

Increase funding for ports of entry to allow for extended operational 
hours into the evening/night hours.** 

 

 



New Mexico Strategic Highway Safety Plan 

Road Departure Safety Strategies 
Objectives Strategies Already Doing? 

A. Keep vehicles from
encroaching on the
roadside

A1 – Install proven treatments to keep vehicles from encroaching on the 
roadside: 

 Rumble strips and stripes.

 Apply shoulder treatments, such as eliminate shoulder drop-offs,
incorporate safety edge, and widen and/or pave shoulders.

 Edge line profile markings and/or enhanced markings.
(T/P/E) [L] {S}

 Provide enhanced shoulder delineation and/or pavement markings
at curves.

 Raised pavement markers (RPMs).

 Install high-friction surface treatment (HFST).

 Provide improved highway geometry for horizontal curves.

Yes 

B. Minimize the likelihood of
crashing into an object or
overturning if a vehicle
travels off the shoulder

B1 – Provide improved slope/ditches to prevent rollovers and remove/ 
relocate fixed objects at high-risk locations. (P) [L/MH] {S/ME} 

Yes 

B2 – Remove or relocate fixed objects at high-risk locations. Yes 

C. Reduce the severity of a
vehicle crash

C1 – Improve and, if needed, upgrade the design of roadside hardware and 
application of barrier and impact attenuation systems. (T) [M] {ME} 

Yes 



New Mexico Strategic Highway Safety Plan 

Objectives Strategies Already Doing? 

D. Reduce the likelihood of
head-on crashes

D1 – Install proven treatments to reduce the likelihood and/or severity of 
head-on crashes on two-lane roadways: 

 Install centerline rumble stripes for two-lane roads at high-risk
locations, such as no passing zones.

 Raised pavement markers (RPMs).

 Provide improved highway geometry for horizontal curves.

Yes 

D2 – Install proven treatments to reduce the likelihood and/or severity of 
head-on crashes on multilane roadways: 

 Improve signing and geometry of ramps at interchanges to prevent
wrong-way driving.

 Provide wider medians and improve their design.

 Install median barriers for narrow-width medians.

 Re-allocate total roadway width (travel lanes and shoulders) to
include a narrow buffer median.

Yes 

D3 – Provide passing lanes and acceleration/deceleration lanes. 

E. Reduce travel time in
response to an incident

E1 – Develop guidelines for providing additional breaks in median cable 
barrier installations for emergency medical services (EMS) and police 
access. 

F. Develop and implement
wrong-way driving
countermeasures for
interstates and four-lane
divided highways

F1 – Following the procedures of the New Mexico Highway Safety 
Improvement Program, plan, program, design, implement, and evaluate 
engineering-related standalone safety improvement projects to reduce 
fatalities and incapacitating injuries specifically related to wrong-way 
driving. (T) [L/M/MH] {S/ME} 

Yes 

Notes: 
Effectiveness: (P) = proven strategy; (T) = tried strategy; (E) = experimental strategy 
Relative cost: [L] = low; [M] = moderate; [MH] = moderate to high; [H] = high 
Time frame for implementation: {S} = short, less than 1 year; {ME} = medium, 1 to 2 years; {L} = long, more than 2 years 
Blank = no information available 



New Mexico Strategic Highway Safety Plan 

Distracted Driving Safety Strategies (Behavioral Only) 
Objectives Strategies Already Doing? 

A. Increase public
awareness of distracted
driving

A1 – Increase awareness of distracted driving issues through an aggressive 
“Just Drive” public education and awareness campaigns using popular 
forms of media on the risks and consequences of distracted driving 
(T) [L] {ME} that support state ban on electronic communications
(text/email/web-based) while driving. (T) [ ] { } Encourage drivers to take
driving seriously. Provide more public awareness of poor driving
behavior and the responsibility needed behind the wheel. Education on
its own is not effective; must be coupled with added enforcement.

B. Implement programs that
target populations at
increased risk of
distracted driving
crashes

B1 – Incorporate information on distracted driving into education programs 
and materials for young drivers. (T) [L] {S} 

B2 – Encourage implementation of employer sanction programs prohibiting 
the use of any electronic communication device while driving during work 
hours. (T) [L] {S} Emphasize government agency distracted driving 
safety policies, as well as private employer policies. 

C. Laws and enforcement

C1 – Increase and strengthen the conduct of high-visibility enforcement of cell 
phone use/text messaging and electronic communication device laws to 
reduce the number of distracted drivers and careless/distracted driving-
related crashes. 

Yes 

C2 – Ban all cell phone use while driving, including hands-free, for all drivers. 

C3 – Strengthen law officer priority on enforcing distracted driving laws 
including careless and reckless driving. 

C4 – Review New Mexico cell phone laws. ( ) [ ] { } 

C5 – Allow insurance companies to reduce driver insurance claims if 
“distracted driving” is identified as a contributing factor to a crash. 



New Mexico Strategic Highway Safety Plan 

Objectives Strategies Already Doing? 

D. Technology
enhancements

D1 – Encourage use of technology to eliminate use of cell phones, other 
mobile devices, and texting while driving. ( ) [ ] { } 

D2 – Research and identify effective strategies to discourage all forms of 
distracted driving. ( ) [ ] { } 

D3 – Improve data collection with goal of attaining more complete reporting 
for distracted driving crashes. ( ) [ ] { } Crash data should capture type of 
distraction and contributing factors such as road conditions. Review 
national best practices for data collection to verify appropriate data is 
being included. 

Notes: 
Effectiveness: (P) = proven strategy; (T) = tried strategy; (E) = experimental strategy 
Relative cost: [L] = low; [M] = moderate; [MH] = moderate to high; [H] = high 
Time frame for implementation: {S} = short, less than 1 year; {ME} = medium, 1 to 2 years; {L} = long, more than 2 years 
Blank = no information available 
Highlight indicates a strategy that is policy or legislative. 



New Mexico Strategic Highway Safety Plan 

Impaired Driving Safety Strategies (Alcohol and Drugs) 
Objectives Strategies Already Doing? 

A. Reduce excessive drinking
and underage drinking

A1 – Develop education regarding drinking, including family education and 
private-host parties. (E) [ ] { } 

Yes 

A2 – Conduct well-publicized compliance checks of alcohol retailers to 
reduce sales to underage persons. (T) [L] {S} 

Yes 

A3 – Change legislation to restrict the number of drinks served, and continue 
work on public awareness regarding amount of alcohol consumed. 

A4 – Provide accessible safe-ride alternative transportation services. 
(T) [ ] { } Expand funding for safe ride home.

Yes 

A5 – Increase funding towards promoting more positive messaging for 
programs such as underage drinking/MyInstead. 

Yes 

A6 – Employ screening and brief interventions in health care settings. 
(T) [L] {S}

A7 – Increase education for training of managers and servers for all alcohol 
sales including sales at convenience stores. 

A8 – Change legislation to require mandatory ID checks for all alcohol 
establishments (also work to support alternative private safe rides). 

B. Enforce DWI laws

B1 – Conduct aggressive, high-visibility driving while impaired (DWI) 
enforcement campaigns. (P) [MH] {S} 

Yes 

B2 – Conduct an assessment of impaired driving laws including criminal 
actions and administrative license sanctions. (P) [ ] { } 

B3 – Enhance DWI detection through special DWI patrols and related traffic 
enforcement including increased use of sobriety checkpoints. (P) [L] {S} 

Yes 

B4 – Publicize and enforce zero tolerance laws for drivers under age 21. 
(P) [M] {S}

Yes 

B5 – Strengthen detection and public perceived risk of arrest through highly 
visible impaired-driving saturation patrols. (P) [ ] { } 

Yes 

B6 – Enhance an electronic DWI system that tracks impaired driver from 
arrest through adjudication of the charge or through sentence 
completion. (T) [ ] { } 



New Mexico Strategic Highway Safety Plan 

Objectives Strategies Already Doing? 

C. Prosecute, impose
sanctions on, and treat DWI
offenders

C1 – Allow Department of Health (DOH), Scientific Labs Division (SLD) to 
testify via video conference 

C2 – Increase education for judges on drug impairment tests, improve 
awareness and communications with courts to ensure drug screening 
occurs, and protect funding for Drug Court programs. 

C3 – Review the effectiveness of establishing stronger penalties for blood 
alcohol content (BAC) test refusal than for test failure. (T) [ ] { } 

C4 – Establish reasonable per se limit (any detectable amount) for drugged 
driving and drug impairment. 

C5 – Explore enhanced screening for all convicted DWI offenders for alcohol 
problems and require treatment when appropriate. (P) [MH] {L} 

C6 – Improve the effectiveness of alcohol-impaired driving sanctions 
consistent with national standards and guidance. (P) [ ] { } 

D. Control high-BAC and
repeat offenders

D1 – Explore the strengthening of repeat DWI offender monitoring programs 
and associated recidivism. (T) [ ] { } 

D2 – Monitor all convicted repeat DWI offenders closely. (P) [MH] {L} 

D3 – Require ignition interlocks as a condition for license reinstatement. 
(P) [M] {ME}

Yes 

D4 – Investigate tech options to enhance monitoring for aggravated 
offenders. 

D5 – Establish performance measures for DWI and drug impairment. 
Increase funding for treatment. 

E. Reduce drug-related
incidents

E1 – Provide education regarding prescription and over-the-counter 
medication and how they may affect ability to drive (such as reaction 
time). (E) [ ] {L} 

Yes 

E2 – Sustain/increase enforcement of drugged driving. (T) [ ] { } 



New Mexico Strategic Highway Safety Plan 

Objectives Strategies Already Doing? 

F. Coordinate and implement
initiatives included in all
impaired driving plans

F1 – Implement impaired-driving projects outlined in Highway Safety Plans. 
(T) [ ] { }

F2 – Implement (as resources allow) the Tribal Task Force Plan. (T) [ ] { } 

F3 – Increase funding for safe ride programs or voucher program and 
capacity. 

Notes: 
Effectiveness: (P) = proven strategy; (T) = tried strategy; (E) = experimental strategy 
Relative cost: [L] = low; [M] = moderate; [MH] = moderate to high; [H] = high 
Time frame for implementation: {S} = short, less than 1 year; {ME} = medium, 1 to 2 years; {L} = long, more than 2 years 
Blank = no information available 
Highlight indicates policy or legislative strategy 



New Mexico Strategic Highway Safety Plan 

Speeding/Aggressive Driving Safety Strategies (Behavioral Only) 
Objectives Strategies Already Doing? 

A. Heighten driver awareness
of consequences of
speeding and aggressive
driving

A1 – Increase public awareness of potential risks and penalties of being 
stopped by law enforcement for driving at high speeds and aggressive 
driving in rural communities and on rural roads. Achieve this using 
highly visible enforcement including public communication campaigns. 
(T) [M] {S}

Yes 

A2 – Implement neighborhood speed watch/traffic management programs 
(low speed only). (T) [l] {S} 

B. Improve efficiency and
effectiveness of speed and
aggressive driving
enforcement efforts

B1 – Increase funding to conduct highly visible, publicized, and saturated 
enforcement campaigns at locations with higher incidence of aggressive 
driving/speed-related crashes. (P) [M] {S} 

B2 – Provide funding to conduct enforcement and associated public 
information campaigns in rural areas and initiate efforts to collect local 
crash data to assess performance. 

Yes 

B3 – Continue the 100 Days and Nights of Summer enforcement program 
(T) [ ] { }

Yes 

B4 – Update NMDOT District Traffic Safety Corridor programs for speeding 
and aggressive driving. (T) [ ] { } 

B5 – Institute a statewide speed and aggressive driving management 
strategic initiative. (T) [M] {S} 

C. Communicate appropriate
speeds through use of
traffic control devices

C1 – Implement active speed warning signs, including dynamic message 
boards at rural-to-urban transitions. (T) [M] {S} 

C2 – Explore new research and methods used by other DOTs to establish 
speed limits for both rural and urban contexts. Consider guidance from 
FHWA Office of Safety page: http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/uslimits/. 
(E) [L] {ME}

Notes: 
Effectiveness: (P) = proven strategy; (T) = tried strategy; (E) = experimental strategy 
Relative cost: [L] = low; [M] = moderate; [MH] = moderate to high; [H] = high 
Time frame for implementation: {S} = short, less than 1 year; {ME} = medium, 1 to 2 years; {L} = long, more than 2 years 
Blank = no information available 
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Use of Safety Restraints Safety Strategies 
Objectives Strategies Already Doing? 

A. Maximize use of
occupant restraints by all
vehicle occupants

A1 – Conduct highly visible, publicized, and saturated enforcement campaigns 
to strengthen detection and public perceived risk to maximize seat belt 
and child restraint use. (P) [MH] {ME} 

Yes 

A2 – Provide enhanced enforcement and focused communication outreach to 
population groups with lower safety restraint use rates (for example, rural 
and teen drivers who are age 16½ or older and driving independently) 
and incorporate passengers under the age of 13. (P) [MH] {S} 

A3 – Strengthen nighttime seat belt enforcement. (P) [MH] {ME} 

A4 – Incorporate information on unbelted-occupant crashes into education 
programs for young drivers. ( ) [ ] { } 

Yes 

A5 – Conduct nighttime seat belt use observation survey. ( ) [ ] { } 

A6 – Research and identify effective policies to increase safety restraint usage 
that can be implemented by state, local, and tribal governments and 
private sector employers. 

A7 – Improve safety restraint-usage data collection, integration, analysis, and 
sharing between agencies at all levels. ( ) [ ] { } 

B. Ensure that safety
restraints, especially
child and infant
restraints, are properly
used

B1 – Sustain comprehensive child passenger safety program to include: 

 Technician certification and community locations to provide instruction
in proper child restraint use, including public safety agency employees
and health care providers. (T) [L] {S}

 High-profile “child restraint inspection” events at multiple community
locations. (P) [L] {S}

 Train law enforcement personnel to check for proper child restraint
use in all motorist encounters. (T) [M] {S}

 Expanded the availability of child safety seats. (T) [ ] { }

 Strengthen media outreach and education about the proper use of
seat belts and child restraint devices to identified target audiences.

 Strengthen media outreach to raise public awareness of child
passenger safety program and available resources and technical
assistance.

B2 – Conduct child safety restraint use observation survey. 



New Mexico Strategic Highway Safety Plan 

Objectives Strategies Already Doing? 

C. Provide access to
appropriate information,
materials, and guidelines
for program
implementation

C1 – Sustain state-level clearinghouses for materials that offer guidance in 
implementing programs to increase safety restraint use including Tribal 
Council outreach on safety restraint use; clearinghouse collateral 
outreach materials; and rural community events and programs potentially 
through the NMDOT Traffic Safety Division. Implement safety strategies 
that specifically emphasize rural areas with high crash rates. (E) [M] {ME} 

Yes 

Notes: 
Effectiveness: (P) = proven strategy; (T) = tried strategy; (E) = experimental strategy 
Relative cost: [L] = low; [M] = moderate; [MH] = moderate to high; [H] = high 
Time frame for implementation: {S} = short, less than 1 year; {ME} = medium, 1 to 2 years; {L} = long, more than 2 years 
Blank = no information available 
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Motorcycle Safety Strategies 
Objectives Strategies Already Doing? 

A. Incorporate motorcycle-
friendly roadway design,
traffic control, construction,
and maintenance policies
and practice

A1 – Identify pavement markings, surface materials, and other treatments 
that reduce traction for motorcycles and treat or replace with high-
traction material. (T) [MH] {L} 

A2 – Maintain the roadway (including work zones) to minimize surface 
irregularities, discontinuities, and debris. (T) [L] {S} 

Yes 

A3 – Develop and implement safety countermeasures to improve safety for 
motorcycle riders. (P/T) [L/M/MH] {S/ME} 

B. Reduce the number of
motorcycle crashes due to
rider impairment and other
high-risk behaviors

B1 – Fund motorcycle safety programs to increase motorcycle rider 
awareness of impaired motorcycle operation risks and the potential for 
arrest and severe crash. (T) [L] {S} 

B2 – Increase awareness of the benefit of protective clothing and helmet 
use, especially at motorcycle rallies. (T) [L] {S} 

C. Reduce the number of
motorcycle crashes due to
unlicensed or untrained
motorcycle riders

C2 – Support licensing and rider training programs that adequately teach and 
measure skills and behaviors required for crash avoidance. (T) [L] {ME} 

Yes 

D. Reduce the severity of
motorcycle crashes

D1 – Implement incentive program for helmet use. 



New Mexico Strategic Highway Safety Plan 

Objectives Strategies Already Doing? 

E. Increase motorcycle rider
safety awareness

E1 – Develop and implement a highly visible multimedia campaign aimed at 
increasing other drivers’ awareness of motorcycles in conjunction with a 
short-term enforcement program including enforcement and outreach of 
safe and secured loads. (T) [M] {ME} 

Yes 

E2 – Improve definition and awareness of motorcycle classifications, 
including for scooters and mopeds. 

E3 – Improve and tailor outreach messaging to target distinct rider groups 
(for example, young riders, older riders). 

Notes: 
Effectiveness: (P) = proven strategy; (T) = tried strategy; (E) = experimental strategy 
Relative cost: [L] = low; [M] = moderate; [MH] = moderate to high; [H] = high 
Time frame for implementation: {S} = short, less than 1 year; {ME} = medium, 1 to 2 years; {L} = long, more than 2 years 
Blank = no information available 
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Pedestrian Safety Strategies 
Objectives Strategies Doing Already? 

A. Develop and implement
guidelines for pedestrian
safety programs and
strategies

A1 – Explicitly include the safety of all road users in the design of transportation 
projects, including maintenance projects and plans. Use national best 
practices and bicycle, pedestrian, and equestrian (BPE) recommendations 
as a guide. 

A2 – Develop guidelines and policies that include safe interaction and 
connectivity of transit, pedestrian, and bicycle modes in planning, design, 
and construction of transportation facilities. 

A3 – Consider the safety needs of young and older pedestrians in the planning 
and design of facilities. 

A4 – Support and fund the development of local/tribal pedestrian master plans 
that emphasize safety and other key considerations. 

A5 – Maintain a robust Road Safety Assessment (RSA) program for 
state/local/tribal entities. 

Yes 

B. Improve data collection
and management

B1 – Continue improving the collection and analysis of pedestrian crash data 
(whether or not a motor vehicle was involved). Facilitate development of 
an integrated database that includes all data collected at the state, MPO, 
RTPO, and tribal levels. 

B2 – Identify hotspots, as well as potential safety issues, and evaluate 
countermeasures. 

Yes 

C. Develop and utilize
proven infrastructure
strategies to Improve
pedestrian safety

C1 – Designate Pedestrian Safety as a systemic program in the New Mexico 
2016 HSIP. Based on data-driven analysis, allocate an appropriate level 
of funding with projects to address pedestrian safety in a quantitative 
manner. 

C2 – Implement street lighting and other measures to improve conspicuity and 
visibility of pedestrians. (T) [L] {S} 

C3 – Provide Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)-compliant sidewalks/ 
walkways/trails, crosswalks, and curb ramps at locations with identified 
needs. (P) [MH] {L} 

Yes 

C4 – Install or upgrade traffic/pedestrian signals, refuge islands, and raised 
medians based on the identified need. (P/T/E) [MH] {ME} 

Yes 

C5 – Install overpasses/underpasses where appropriate. (P) [H] {L} Yes 
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Objectives Strategies Doing Already? 

D. Reduce vehicle speed

D1 – Install traffic calming for road sections and intersections, such as road 
diets. (P/T) [M] {ME} 

D2 – Review transportation plans for new school sites. Analyze and provide 
improved safety for on-site pedestrian circulation plans and Safe Routes 
to School. (T) [L] {S} 

Yes 

D3 – Encourage state and local siting policies and decisions that facilitate safe 
walking and bicycling to school. 

E. Fund education and
enforcement activities
that focus on improving
pedestrian and motorist
safety awareness and
behavior

E1 – Encourage and fund pedestrian safety education and/or enforcement 
programs. 

Yes 

E2 – Continue highly visible multimedia campaign aimed at increasing drivers’ 
and pedestrians’ awareness of each other. (T) [M] {S} 

Yes 

E3 – Research options for addressing alcohol-impaired pedestrian activity 
and/or support successful programs and efforts by other partners. 

E4 – Encourage pedestrian-related safety questions be included in driver 
education material and licensing tests. 

E5 – Support coordinated, statewide law enforcement operations that reduce 
pedestrian conflicts and crashes. (T) [M] {S} 

E6 – Develop and fund pedestrian skills and safety education for all ages. 
(T) [L] {S}

E7 – Develop coordinated, statewide law enforcement operations to help 
modify driver and pedestrian behavior to reduce conflicts and crashes. 

Notes: 
Effectiveness: (P) = proven strategy; (T) = tried strategy; (E) = experimental strategy 
Relative cost: [L] = low; [M] = moderate; [MH] = moderate to high; [H] = high 
Time frame for implementation: {S} = short, less than 1 year; {ME} = medium, 1 to 2 years; {L} = long, more than 2 years 
Blank = no information available 
Highlight indicates a strategy that is policy or legislative 
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Tribal Lands Safety Strategies 
Objectives Strategies Already Doing? 

A. Tribal identification of safety
issues

A1 – Create New Mexico Tribal Task Force on Transportation Safety and 
invite all tribes to participate. 

A2 – Conduct annual Tribal Safety Summit with the objective for tribal 
stakeholders/entities to collaboratively identify and understand safety 
issues based on tribal context and needs. 

A3– Provide opportunities for tribal identification of safety issues and for 
education of the NMDOT on those issues. 

B. Improve data collection and
management

B1 – Facilitate procedures, systems, and policies to support the collection, 
sharing, and utilization of crash, citation, and EMS data among state, 
local, and tribal governments. 

B2 – Incorporate tribal data into statewide databases. 

C. Miscellaneous tribal safety
strategies

C1 – Identify and develop sample agreements to support cross-
commissioning of public safety among state, local, and other 
governments. Encourage better coordination between tribal entities and 
adjacent non-tribal communities, EMS, etc. 

C2 – Conduct study to identify safety best practices used by other states to 
enhance safety on tribal lands. 

C3 – Study approaches, techniques, and potential programs to improve EMS 
response and capability for crashes on tribal lands. 

C4 – Provide funding to tribal governments for the creation and 
implementation of public awareness campaigns related to impaired 
driving. (Tribes may also participate under Strategy B1 of the Speeding/ 
Aggressive Driving Safety Strategies, which is for all jurisdictions 
statewide.) 



New Mexico Strategic Highway Safety Plan 

Objectives Strategies Already Doing? 

D. Improve communication
related to safety,
construction, and
maintenance projects
developed by non-tribal
agencies on tribal lands or
that impact transportation
access to tribal lands

D1 – The NMDOT to work more closely with tribal governments to educate 
and prove outreach related to safety opportunities. 

D2 – Improve stakeholder communication and outreach process with tribal 
entities in the project development phase for project on or near tribal 
lands 

D3 – Improve advance communication of impacts to tribal community for 
upcoming transportation projects on or near tribal lands. 

D4 – Develop and provide communication mechanisms and tools for 
advising tribal communities on site once transportation projects are 
underway. 

E. Improve coordination,
technical support, and
planning

E1 – Provide technical support and opportunities for tribal governments to 
pursue, and evaluate safety initiatives. 

E2 – Assist pueblos and reservations with the development of their own 
Transportation Safety Plans to strengthen traffic safety coordination on 
the tribal lands and improve ability to access grant funds. 

E3 – Coordinate engineering efforts across state, local, federal, and tribal 
governments. 

F. Non-motorized tribal
transportation modes

F1 – Assist tribes with the development of multimodal safety plans for 
pedestrians, bicycles, and/or transit/bus that are consistent with 
MAP-21 (or more recent legislation) protocols and guidance. 

F2 – Provide assistance to tribes for studying the safety impacts and benefits 
of non-motorized transportation strategies on tribal lands (for example, 
the provision of pedestrian and bicycle facilities). 

Notes: 
Effectiveness: (P) = proven strategy; (T) = tried strategy; (E) = experimental strategy 
Relative cost: [L] = low; [M] = moderate; [MH] = moderate to high; [H] = high 
Time frame for implementation: {S} = short, less than 1 year; {ME} = medium, 1 to 2 years; {L} = long, more than 2 years 
Blank = no information available 
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Young Driver Safety Strategies 
Objectives Strategies Already Doing? 

A. Enhance graduated driver
licensing

A1 – Enact minimum age of 16 for learner's permit (T) [ME] {L} and full 
driver’s license to age 18 to be more in compliance with MAP-21 
Section 405(G) Graduated Driver Licensing (GDL) Incentive Grant 
eligibility.  

A2 – Enhance nighttime driving restriction from 11:00 pm to 5:00 am. 
(Suggested NHTSA Interim Final Rule recommends 10:00 pm to 
5:00 am.) (T) [ME] {L} 

A3 – For intermediate licensed drivers, require 50 hours of supervised driving 
for drivers between the ages of 16 and 18. (P) [L] {ME} 

B. Publicize, enforce, and
adjudicate laws pertaining
to young drivers

B1 – Publicize and enforce driver and passenger safety belt laws including 
communication on roll-over and g-force impacts. (P) [M] {S} 

B2 – Publicize and enforce laws pertaining to underage drinking and driving. 
(P) [MH] {S}

Yes 

B3 – Publicize and enforce helmet law for young motorcycle riders under 
age 18. (T) [MH] {S} 

Yes 

B4 – Publicize and enforce GDL restrictions. (E) [M] {S} Yes 

C. Assist parents in monitoring
their teens' driving

C1 – Facilitate parental management of intermediate drivers by requiring 
parent education as a driver education classroom component (E) [M] {L}  

C2 – Emphasize and promote technology solutions and provide training to 
promote safe driving behaviors, reduce driver distraction, and promote 
parental engagement. (T) [MH] {L} 

Yes 

D. Improve young driver
training

D1 – Improve content and delivery of driver education/training, including 
vehicle recovery skills, pedestrian/bicycle interaction, and following 
national driver education standards. (E) [MH] {L}  

D2 – Increase young driver awareness of pedestrians by including interactive 
studies in driver education and improve resource distribution. 

D3 – Emphasize young driver awareness of distracted driving in driver 
education, including laws, impact, and issues affecting teens and other 
road users. 
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Objectives Strategies Already Doing? 

E. Employ school-based
strategies

E2 – Review transportation plans for new/expanded high school sites 
(E) [L] {S}

E1 – Eliminate early high school start times (that is, before 8:30 am). 
(T) [L] {ME}

F. Travel demand
management

F1 – Provide and promote alternate transportation (for example, public 
transportation) for drivers. 

Notes: 
Effectiveness: (P) = proven strategy; (T) = tried strategy; (E) = experimental strategy 
Relative cost: [L] = low; [M] = moderate; [MH] = moderate to high; [H] = high 
Time frame for implementation: {S} = short, less than 1 year; {ME} = medium, 1 to 2 years; {L} = long, more than 2 years 
Blank = no information available 
Highlight indicates policy or legislative 
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Signalized Intersection Safety Strategies 
Objectives Strategies Already Doing? 

A. Reduce frequency and
severity of intersection
conflicts through traffic
control and operational
improvements

A1 – Implement signal timing modifications or roadway lighting to serve all 
modes/users: 

 Improve pedestrian and bicycle operations. (P/T) [L] {S}

 Optimize clearance intervals and signal timing and coordination.
(P) [L] {S}

 Allow emergency pre-emption of traffic signals. (P) [M] {ME}

 Implement protected-only signal phasing for left turns at high-speed
signalized intersections. (T) [MH] {ME}

 Implement flashing yellow arrow signal indications for left-turning
vehicles.

 Provide adequate change and clearance intervals at signalized
intersections including dilemma zone mitigation. (P) [L] {S}

 Install roadway lighting at high-speed intersections where there is a
history of crashes at night. (T) [M] {S}

 Prohibit right turns on red  at locations as determined by
engineering study.

Yes 

B. Reduce frequency and
severity of intersection
conflicts through geometric
improvements

B1 – Implement geometric improvements related to vehicle operations: 

 Provide/improve left-turn channelization. (P) [M] {ME}

 Provide/improve right-turn channelization. (P) [M] {ME}

 Revise geometry of complex or provide special intersection designs.
(P/T) [H] {L}

 Realign intersection approaches to reduce or eliminate the
intersection skew angle. (P) [M] {ME}

Yes 

C. Improve sight distance at
signalized intersections

C1 – Clear sight triangles or redesign intersection approaches. (T) [L] {S} 
Yes 

D. Improve driver awareness
and compliance at
intersections with signal
control

D1 – Improve visibility of intersection and traffic control devices (signs and 
signals). (T) [L] {S} 

Yes 

D2 – Provide public information, education, and targeted enforcement of 
traffic laws. (T) [L] {ME} 

Yes 



New Mexico Strategic Highway Safety Plan 

Objectives Strategies Already Doing? 

E. Improve access
management near
signalized intersections

E1 – Restrict access to properties adjacent to signalized intersections by 
using driveway closures or turn restrictions that are consistent with 
NMDOT Access Management Guidelines. (T) [L] {ME} 

Yes 

E2 – Restrict cross-median access near intersections. (T) [L] {ME} Yes 

F. Improve safety through
other infrastructure
treatments

F1 – Install or implement proven infrastructure treatments to improve safety 
at signalized intersections: 

 Install high friction surface treatment (HFST) at intersections and on
approaches. (T) [M] {ME}

 Coordinate closely spaced traffic signals near at-grade railroad
crossings. (T) [M] {L}

 Restrict or eliminate parking on intersection approaches where
conflicts can occur. (P) [L] {ME}

 Improve drainage and eliminate V-ditches at intersections and on
approaches. (T) [M] {ME}

 Relocate traffic signal hardware out of the clear zone where
practicable. (T) [M] {S}

 Consistent with the MUTCD and FHWA best practices, consider
installing innovative treatments such as the pedestrian hybrid
beacon (also known as the High intensity Activated crossWalK, or
HAWK beacon) and the yellow rectangular rapid-flashing beacon
(RRFB).

Yes 

Notes: 
Effectiveness: (P) = proven strategy; (T) = tried strategy; (E) = experimental strategy 
Relative cost: [L] = low; [M] = moderate; [MH] = moderate to high; [H] = high 
Time frame for implementation: {S} = short, less than 1 year; {ME} = medium, 1 to 2 years; {L} = long, more than 2 years 
Blank = no information available 
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Unsignalized Intersections 

Objectives Strategies Doing Already? 

A. Improve access
management

A1 – Implement driveway turn restrictions, closures, or relocations that are 
consistent with NMDOT Access Management Guidelines. (T) [M] {ME} 

Yes 

B. Reduce the frequency
and severity of
intersection conflicts
through geometric design
improvements

B1 – Improve geometric design treatments to reduce the frequency and 
severity of intersection conflicts: 

 Provide right-turn deceleration and acceleration lanes at
intersections. (P) [M] {ME}

 Realign intersection approaches to reduce or eliminate intersection
skew. (P) [H] {ME}

 Restrict or eliminate turning maneuvers by providing channelization,
closing median openings, and signage. (T) [L] {S}

 Improve pedestrian and bicycle facilities to reduce conflicts between
motorists and non-motorists. (varies) [M] {ME}

 Provide longer, offset, left-turn lanes at intersections. (T) [M] {ME}
 Provide bypass lanes on shoulders at T-intersections. (T) [L] {S}
 Provide left-turn deceleration and acceleration lanes at divided

highway intersections. (T) [M] {ME}
 Provide longer or offset right-turn lanes at intersections. (T) [M] {ME}
 Provide full-width paved shoulders in rural intersections areas.

(T) [M] {ME}
 Relocate or close high-risk intersections. (T) [H] {L}
 Use indirect left-turn treatments to minimize conflicts at divided

highway intersections. (T) [M] {ME}
 Use of roundabouts.

Yes 

C. Improve sight distance at
unsignalized intersections

C1 – Clear sight triangles on stop or yield controlled approaches. (T) [L] {S} Yes 

C2 – Clear sight triangles in medians of divided highways near intersections. 
(T) [L] {S}

Yes 

C3 – Add bulb outs where parking exists to improve sight distance. (T) [L] {S} Yes 

C4 – Eliminate parking that restricts sight distance. (T) [L] {S} Yes 

C5 – Change horizontal and/or vertical alignment of approaches. (T) [H] {L} Yes 
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Objectives Strategies Doing Already? 

D. Improve availability of
gaps in traffic and assist
drivers in judging gap
sizes at unsignalized
intersections

D1 – Retime adjacent signals to create gaps at stop-controlled intersections. 
(T) [L] {S}

Yes 

D2– Provide roadside markers or pavement markings to assist drivers in 
judging the suitability of available gaps for making turning and crossing 
maneuvers. (E) [L] {ME} 

D3 – Provide an automated real-time system to inform drivers of the suitability 
of available gaps for making turning and crossing maneuvers. 
(E) [LM] {ME}

E. Improve driver awareness
of intersections as viewed
from the intersection
approach

E1 – Improve visibility of the intersection by providing roadway lighting. 
(P) [MH] {ME}

Yes 

E2 – Improve visibility of intersections by providing enhanced signing and 
delineation. (T) [L] {S} 

Yes 

E3 – Provide pavement markings with supplementary messages, such as 
STOP AHEAD. (T) [L] {S} 

Yes 

E4 – Install larger regulatory and warning signs, supplementary STOP signs, 
and other enhancements at intersections. (T) [L] {S} 

Yes 

E5 – Install flashing beacons or LED-enhanced STOP signs. Yes 

E6 – Provide a stop bar (or provide a wider stop bar) on minor road 
approaches. (T) [L] {S} 

Yes 

E7 – Install splitter islands on the minor-road approach to an intersection. 
(T) [M] {ME}

Yes 

E8 – Provide dashed markings (extended left-edge lines) for major road 
continuity across the median opening at divided highway intersections. 
(T) [L] {S}

Yes 

F. Choose appropriate
intersection traffic control
to minimize crash
frequency and severity

F-2 Provide roundabouts at appropriate locations (T) [H] {L}
Yes 

F1 – Avoid signalizing at intersections with through roads where a less 
restrictive form of traffic control is adequate. (T) [H] {L} 

Yes 
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Objectives Strategies Doing Already? 

G. Improve driver
compliance with traffic
control devices and traffic
laws at intersections

G1 – Provide targeted enforcement to reduce STOP sign violations and 
speeding. (T) [M] {S} 

Yes 

G2 – Provide targeted public information and education on safety problems at 
specific intersections. (T) [L] {S} 

Yes 

H. Reduce operating speeds
on specific intersection
approaches

H1 – Provide traffic calming on intersection approaches through a 
combination of geometrics and traffic control devices. (P) [M] {ME} 

Yes 

H2 – Post appropriate speed limit on intersection approaches. (T) [L] {S} Yes 

I. Guide motorists more
effectively through
complex intersections 

I1 – Provide lane assignment signage or pavement markings at complex 
intersections. (T) [L] {S} 

Yes 

J. Roadway design and
traffic control elements
support appropriate and
safe speeds

J1 – Reduce speeds and/or volumes on both neighborhood and downtown 
streets with the use of traffic calming and other related countermeasures 
(low speed only). (T) [MH] {ME} 

Yes 

Notes: 
Effectiveness: (P) = proven strategy; (T) = tried strategy; (E) = experimental strategy 
Relative cost: [L] = low; [M] = moderate; [MH] = moderate to high; [H] = high 
Timeframe for implementation: {S} = short, less than 1 year; {ME} = medium, 1 to 2 years; {L} = long, more than 2 years 
Blank = no information available 
Highlight indicates a strategy that is policy or legislative 
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Older Driver Safety Strategies 
Objectives Strategies Already Doing? 

A. Plan for an aging population

A1 – Conduct comprehensive review of older road users and older driver 
license renewal policies against best practices and older driver safety 
research. (Currently, New Mexico has annual license renewal for 
drivers age 75 and older.) Explore use/expanded use of restricted or 
limited driver license (such as geographic boundaries, no nighttime 
driving, no freeway driving). Also need to consider older walkers. 

A2 – Strengthen role of peer networks (such as AARP, churches, senior 
centers, and neighborhood associations) to educate and prove 
guidance and support to older drivers. (T) [L] {ME} 

A3 – Resurrect and expand older driver coalition (New Mexico AARP) to 
address older adult transportation needs. Revise transportation plans 
for senior citizens and examine available transportation options. 

B. Identify older drivers with an
increased risk of crashing
and increase awareness

B1 – Update screening protocol and training for the Department of Motor 
Vehicles (DMV) personnel to identify older drivers demonstrating a 
decline in physical or cognitive functioning. (P) [ ] { } 

B2 – Develop informational resources and conduct outreach for family, 
friends, physicians, and law enforcement to report at-risk older drivers 
to the DMV for safety assessment. Publicize referral process for DMV 
safety assessment. (T) [L] {ME} 

Yes 

B3 – Update procedures for assessing medical fitness to drive. Develop new 
state agency initiative/curriculum for older drivers including in-vehicle “fit 
test.” (P) [M] {ME} 

C. Improve the driving
competency of older adults
in the general driving
population

C1 – Provide skills training for older drivers to use modern roundabouts, 
diverging diamond interchanges (DDIs), and single-point urban 
interchanges (SPUIs). 

Yes 

C2 – Establish statewide, one-stop resource to guide the public on 
addressing driving skill assessments, educational courses, licensing, 
and safe mobility choices (T) [M] {ME} 

C3 – Strengthen educational and training opportunities available to the 
general older driver population to assess their driving capabilities and 
limitations, improve skills and voluntarily limit their driving to safe driving 
conditions, and include alternate transportation options. (T) [M] {ME} 

Yes 



New Mexico Strategic Highway Safety Plan 

Objectives Strategies Already Doing? 

D. Reduce the risk of injury
and death to older drivers
and passengers involved in
crashes

D1 – Provide officer training for prompt driver licensing evaluation of older 
drivers and to streamline the officer reporting process. 

D2 – Provide officer training for addressing at-risk older drivers who are 
demonstrating skill or physical impairment that impedes their ability to 
drive safely. 

Yes 

D3 – Use high visibility enforcement and public outreach to increase seat belt 
use by older drivers and passengers. (P) [L] {S} 

Yes 

E. Improve the roadway and
driving environment to
better accommodate older
drivers’ special needs

E1 – Target engineering safety improvements, using AASHTO design 
guidance, national best practices, and NMDOT design directives for 
roadways near  senior communities and high-crash locations with an 
overrepresentation of older drivers: 

 Increase size and letter height of roadway signs. (T) [L] {S}
 Provide advance warning signs, guide signs, and street name signs.

(T) [L] {S}
 Provide off-set left-turn lanes at intersections, channelize when

possible. (P) [MH] {M}

 Improve lighting at intersections, horizontal curves, and railroad
grade crossings. (T) [MH] {ME}

 Improve roadway delineation. (T) [L] {S}
 Reduce intersection skew angle. (T) [MH] {M}

F. Improve awareness of aging
driving population

F1 – Educate policy makers on age limit for license renewal requirements. 

G. Monitor older drivers’
capabilities

G1 – Promote the use of in-vehicle monitoring and feedback technology and 
provide driving data to family members who are monitoring the driving 
of older drivers. 

Notes: 
Effectiveness: (P) = proven strategy; (T) = tried strategy; (E) = experimental strategy 
Relative cost: [L] = low; [M] = moderate; [MH] = moderate to high; [H] = high 
Time frame for implementation: {S} = short, less than 1 year; {ME} = medium, 1 to 2 years; {L} = long, more than 2 years 
Blank = no information available 



New Mexico Strategic Highway Safety Plan 

Bicycle Safety Strategies 
Objectives Strategies Already Doing? 

A. Develop and implement
design guidelines for
bicycle facilities, and
bicycle safety programs
and strategies

A1 – Develop and adopt safety planning, design, and construction guidelines 
and policies for transportation projects (including maintenance projects 
and best practices) that include safe interaction of all users and 
connectivity of transit, pedestrian, and bicycle modes in facility planning 
and design. Use the national best practices and bicycle, pedestrian, and 
equestrian (BPE) recommendations as a guide. 

A2 – Resurfacing and maintenance projects should explicitly consider bicycle 
usage and safety on shoulders, and review associated guidelines 
regarding the need for and ideal placement of rumble strips for safety of 
all users. 

A3 – Maintain a robust Road Safety Assessment (RSA) program for state/ 
local/tribal entities. 

A4 – Support and fund the development of local/tribal bicycle master plans 
that consider and emphasize safety. 

B. Improve data collection,
management, analysis, and
reporting

B1 – Continue improving the collection and analysis of bicycle crash data 
(whether or not a motor vehicle or bicycle was involved). Facilitate the 
development of an integrated database that includes all data collected 
at the state, MPO, RTPO, and tribal levels. 

B2 – Identify hotspots, as well as potential safety issues, and evaluate safety 
countermeasures. 

C. Develop and utilize proven
strategies to improve
bicycle safety

C1 – Provide safe, multi-modal transportation options for rural communities. 
(P/T) [M/MH] {ME/L} 

C2 – For intersections, consider improvements to visibility, signing/pavement 
markings, geometry, and signal timing/detection. 

C3 – Fund, develop, and implement proven safety countermeasures to 
improve safety for bicyclists. (P/T) [L/M] {S/ME} 

C4 – If warranted, consider overpass or underpass facilities for use by 
bicyclists. 

Yes 

D. Reduce motor vehicle
speeds

D1 – Adopt and implement traffic calming techniques, including road diets. 
(P) [M] {ME}

Yes 



New Mexico Strategic Highway Safety Plan 

Objectives Strategies Already Doing? 

E. Fund education and
enforcement activities that
focus on improving bicyclist
and motorist safety
awareness and behavior

E1 – Develop and fund bicyclist skills and safety education for all ages. 
(T) [L] {S}

E2 – Develop coordinated, statewide law enforcement operations to help 
modify driver and bicyclist behavior to reduce conflicts and crashes 

E3 – Encourage that bicycle-related safety questions are included in driver 
education materials and licensing tests. 

Notes: 
Effectiveness: (P) = proven strategy; (T) = tried strategy; (E) = experimental strategy 
Relative cost: [L] = low; [M] = moderate; [MH] = moderate to high; [H] = high 
Time frame for implementation: {S} = short, less than 1 year; {ME} = medium, 1 to 2 years; {L} = long, more than 2 years 
Blank = no information available 



New Mexico Strategic Highway Safety Plan 

Heavy Vehicle Safety Strategies 
Objectives Strategies Already Doing? 

A. Reduce fatigue-related
crashes

A1 – Encourage trucking companies and other fleet operators to implement 
fatigue management programs. (P) [M] {S} 

A2 -- Promote the addition of parking spaces at private rest areas. 

A3 – Create additional parking spaces at public rest areas; (T) [M] {ME} 

A4 – Create capacity to coordinate advanced reserved parking for enhanced 
trip planning. 

A5 – Incorporate rumble strips or stripes into new and existing roadways with 
consideration to accommodate use of shoulder by bicycles. 
(P) [M] {ME}

Yes 

A6 – Provide additional staffing for extended operational hours at ports of 
entry into the evening/night hours. 

A7 – Encourage increased/expanded enforcement of commercial motor 
vehicle hours-of-service regulations. (P) [M] {ME} 

A8 – Increase the efficient use of existing parking spaces; increase signage 
to inform truckers of rest areas. (E) [L] {S} 

A9 – Increase security at rest areas. 

A10 – Conduct high-visibility enforcement of existing careless/sleepy and 
fatigued driving laws. 

A11 – Targeted sleep/fatigued driving education in the northeast and 
southeast regions of New Mexico. 

B. Strengthen Commercial
Driver’s License (CDL)
program

B1 – Improve test administration for the CDL. (T) [L] {ME} 

B2 – Increase fraud detection by state and third-party testers (T/E) [L] {S} 



New Mexico Strategic Highway Safety Plan 

Objectives Strategies Already Doing? 

C. Increase knowledge on
sharing the road and heavy
vehicle safety issues

C1 – Promulgate Share the Road information through print and electronic 
media. (T) [L] {M} 

C2 – Incorporate Share the Road information into driver materials. (T) [L] {S} 

C3 – Provide targeted outreach and education related to high-crash locations 
for heavy vehicles (for example, northeast and southeast regions of 
New Mexico). 

C4 – Institute a high school education program with “behind the wheel” 
training for young people to understand what truck drivers can see from 
their seats 

D. Improve maintenance and
inspection of heavy trucks

D1 – Provide weigh-in-motion and other automatic sensors (for example, 
heat of brakes, tires) to detect noncompliant and potentially unsafe 
heavy vehicles at appropriate sites statewide. (E) [ ] { } 

D2 – Increase and strengthen truck maintenance programs and inspection 
performance. (T) [MH] {ME} 

D3 – For the safety of truckers and inspection personnel, initiate separate 
projects or include in planned roadway projects to provide inspection 
pull-outs at suitable locations with space for multiple trucks. (E) [ ] { } 

Yes 

D4 – Conduct post-crash inspections to identify major issues and conditions. 
(E) [MH] {ME}

E. Identify and improve
roadway infrastructure and
operational characteristics

E1 – Develop inclement-weather strategies for coordinated public agency 
responses. 

E2 – Assist companies in identifying safety incentives. 

E3 – Install interactive semi-truck/heavy vehicle rollover signage. 
(P) [M] {ME}

E4 – Identify and install appropriate signage on roadway segments with high 
incidences of semi-truck/heavy vehicle crashes. (E) [L] {M} 

E5 – Identify roadway segments and conduct an engineering study to assess 
the need to modify speed limits and increase enforcement to reduce 
speeding by drivers of semi-trucks and other heavy vehicles. (T) [M] {S} 

F. Improve and enhance truck
safety data

F1 – Increase the timeliness, accuracy, and completeness of truck/heavy 
vehicle safety data. (T) [MH] {ME} 



New Mexico Strategic Highway Safety Plan 

Objectives Strategies Already Doing? 

G. Promote industry safety
initiatives

G1 – Promote development and deployment of semi-truck safety 
technologies, including distractions. (E) [MH] {L} 

G2 – Create a public hotline to report erratic heavy vehicle operation. 

G3 – Perform safety consultations with carrier safety management. 
(P) [MH] {ME}

G4 – Promote/distribute information to encourage safe-driving characteristics 
by heavy vehicle drivers. 

H. Improve safety and
operations to address speed
differential

H1 – Provide passing lanes and/or shoulders where appropriate. (E) [ ] { } 

H2 – Provide truck climbing lanes where appropriate. (E) [ ] { } 

H3 – Evaluate pavement condition for high-volume heavy vehicle areas 
(such as northeast region/US 550, southeast region). 

Notes: 
Effectiveness: (P) = proven strategy; (T) = tried strategy; (E) = experimental strategy 
Relative cost: [L] = low; [M] = moderate; [MH] = moderate to high; [H] = high 
Time frame for implementation: {S} = short, less than 1 year; {ME} = medium, 1 to 2 years; {L} = long, more than 2 years 
Blank = no information available 
Xxx = Add as priority in SHSP 
Highlight indicates policy or legislative 



New Mexico Strategic Highway Safety Plan 

Inclement Weather Safety Strategies 
Objectives Strategies Already Doing? 

A. Increase driver awareness,
and communication about
weather and pavement
conditions emphasizing ITS
technology

A1 – Implement motorist warning systems on ramps, bridges, and/or 
roadway segments using dynamic message signs and/or variable 
speed limit signs to alert drivers to high-risk conditions (such as wet 
pavement, low visibility, and high winds) and need to modify their speed 
according to weather and pavement conditions. (T) [MH] {ME} 

Yes 

A2 – Incorporate Road Weather Information System (RWIS) and satellite 
data using Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) to provide real-time 
weather information and alternate routes and encourage alternate 
modes to the traveling public. (T) [M] {ME} 

Yes 

A3 – Disseminate best practices about high-wind/low-visibility driving 
conditions using the media. 

B. Improve data collection and
management on
systemwide basis

B1 – Collect weather, pavement, and traffic data to provide decision support 
to managers and other agencies. (T) [MH] {L} 

C. Control access to improve
roadway safety

C1 – Explore the use of dynamic message signs and/or variable speed limit 
signs in select areas to modify the speed limit according to weather and 
pavement conditions. (T) [MH] {ME} 

Yes 

C2 – Implement weather-related (such as heavy rain, snowy or icy 
conditions) traffic signal timing plans; increase signal cycle lengths; and 
reduce progression speeds. (T) [L] {S} 

D. Develop mitigation
measures to minimize
weather impacts

D1 – Work with land owners to explore dust control strategies such as 
livestock/grazing management, vegetation management, and soil 
stabilization. 

Yes 

D2 – Install snow fences in appropriate locations to prevent drifting snow 
from reducing visibility. (T) [MH] {ME} 

Yes 

D3 – Repair existing anti-icing/de-icing systems; install new systems on 
bridges and elevated ramps. (T) [H] {L} 

Notes: 
Effectiveness: (P) = proven strategy; (T) = tried strategy; (E) = experimental strategy 
Relative cost: [L] = low; [M] = moderate; [MH] = moderate to high; [H] = high 
Time frame for implementation: {S} = short, less than 1 year; {ME} = medium, 1 to 2 years; {L} = long, more than 2 years 
Blank = no information available 



New Mexico Highway Safety Plan Update 

Sleepy / Fatigued Driving Safety Strategies 
Objectives Strategies Doing Already? 

A. Enforcement, and
increased public
awareness on sleepy and
fatigued driving

A1 – Continue fatigued driving public education and awareness campaigns 
using popular forms of media to maximize public awareness of the risk 
of driving in this condition. 

Yes 

B. Implement programs that
target populations at
increased risk of sleepy
and fatigued driving
crashes

B1 – Encourage employers to offer fatigue management programs to 
employees working nighttime or rotating shifts. (P) [M] {S} 

B2 – Incorporate information on the risks of sleepy and fatigued driving into 
education programs and materials for young drivers. (T) [L] {S} 

C. Provide safe stopping and
resting areas

C1 – Study the need to provide more rest stops for sleepy and fatigued 
drivers, and for the traveling public. Encourage drivers to get out of their 
vehicles and walk around/exercise to reenergize. 

D. Make roadways safer for
drowsy and distracted
drivers

D1 – Expand the use of shoulder and centerline rumble strips, cable median 
barriers, and other roadway improvements to help keep fatigued drivers 
on the road. 

E. Provide improved
transportation options

E1 – Expand public transportation options, including later hours of operation. 

Notes: 
Effectiveness: (P) = proven strategy; (T) = tried strategy; (E) = experimental strategy 
Relative cost: [L] = low; [M] = moderate; [MH] = moderate to high; [H] = high 
Time frame for implementation: {S} = short, less than 1 year; {ME} = medium, 1 to 2 years; {L} = long, more than 2 years 
Blank = no information available 
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Work Zone Safety Strategies 
Objectives Strategies Already Doing? 

A. Improve work zone traffic
control devices, design
practices, and operation

A1 – Implement work zone quality assurance procedures that incorporate 
work zone design guidance (such as safety inspections or audits). 
(T) [M] {S}

A2 – Implement intelligent transportation system (ITS) strategies to improve 
safety within work zones. 

Yes 

A3 – Increase awareness and use of work zone best practices by local 
utilities and adopt work zone supervisor certification initiatives. (T) 

A4 – Improve coordination, planning, and scheduling of road work activities. 
(T) [M] {ME}

A5 – Enhance agency-level work zone crash data systems. (T) [M] {S} 

A6 – Recognize project and project teams that complete work with few to no 
incidents. 

A7 – Study the use of disincentives to encourage the operation of safer work 
zones. (T) [M] {ME} 

B. Improve driver compliance
with work zone traffic
controls

B1 – Enhance enforcement of traffic laws in work zones. (T) [M] {S} 
Yes 

C. Increase knowledge and
awareness of work zones

C1 – Disseminate work zone safety information to road users. (T) [M] {S} 
Yes 

Notes: 
Effectiveness: (P) = proven strategy; (T) = tried strategy; (E) = experimental strategy 
Relative cost: [L] = low; [M] = moderate; [MH] = moderate to high; [H] = high 
Time frame for implementation: {S} = short, less than 1 year; {ME} = medium, 1 to 2 years; {L} = long, more than 2 years 
Blank = no information available 
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Rail Safety Strategies 
Objectives Strategies Already Doing? 

A. Improve safety and general
access

A1 – Enhance safety for public at-grade crossings. (P) [ ] {S, ME, or L} Yes 

A2 – Eliminate or upgrade at-grade crossings where stopped trains 
frequently block the crossings for extended periods of time and mitigate 
crossing where emergency vehicles that must cross tracks have no 
viable alternative road access to the opposite side. 

A3 – Implement measures that reduce trespassing incidents along railroads 
and, with input from affected community, facilitate safe crossings for 
pedestrians. ( ) [ ] {S, ME, or L} 

Notes: 
Effectiveness: (P) = proven strategy; (T) = tried strategy; (E) = experimental strategy 
Relative cost: [L] = low; [M] = moderate; [MH] = moderate to high; [H] = high 
Time frame for implementation: {S} = short, less than 1 year; {ME} = medium, 1 to 2 years; {L} = long, more than 2 years 
Blank = no information available 
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Transit / Buses Safety Strategies 
Objectives Strategies Already Doing? 

A. Plan and design transit/bus
stops to accommodate
pedestrian and bicycle
users in a sensitive manner

A1 – Improve accessibility to transit/bus stops relating to user crossing 
capability, proximity to traffic signals, minimizing vehicle conflicts, and 
access to walkways. (T) 

A2 – Improve pedestrian/bicycle transit/bus stop facilities including, but not 
limited to, shelters, lighting, visibility, and related facilities. 

A3 – Identify operations and roadway facility improvements that can improve 
transit/bus safety, such as location and types of stops, improved 
communications such as geographic information system [GIS], and 
signal pre-empt for transit. 

A4 – During the design of transportation projects, engage transit agencies, 
bicyclists, and pedestrians in the planning process. 

B. Report on crash and injury
data related to transit/bus
facilities

B1 – Collect, analyze, and report crash and other injury data associated with 
transit/bus facilities. 

Notes: 
Effectiveness: (P) = proven strategy; (T) = tried strategy; (E) = experimental strategy 
Relative cost: [L] = low; [M] = moderate; [MH] = moderate to high; [H] = high 
Time frame for implementation: {S} = short, less than 1 year; {ME} = medium, 1 to 2 years; {L} = long, more than 2 years 
Blank = no information available 
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Wildlife / Animal Safety Strategies 
Objectives Strategies Already Doing? 

A. Modify driver behavior to
reduce animal-vehicle
collisions

A1 – Install animal detection systems (ADS) (E) [ ] { } and tie to NMDOT 
Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) Bureau. 

A2 – Implement public information and education related to animal conflicts. 

A3 – Install seasonal wildlife warning signs. (E) [ ] { } 

A4 – Install area roadway lighting at known high-crash/crossing locations 
where increased disturbance from lighting is not an issue. Consider 
cost-effectiveness of installation. (E) [ ] { } 

B. Modify animal behavior to
reduce animal-vehicle
collisions

B1 – Install fence with gap, warning signs, and climb-out escapes (research 
being done by NMDOT) and/or underpasses (issues include lack of 
lighting, confined space, and predators waiting at the other end of high 
animal crossing locations). Utilize best practices to design. 

Yes 

B2 – Develop and implement vegetation policy. 

B3 – Provide gaps in fencing/wall barrier and designate wildlife corridor to 
provide escape route or install median cable barrier where possible 
instead of concrete wall barrier. 

B4 – Install fence with overpasses. (E) [H] {ME} 

C. Research and general
knowledge

C1 – Standardize and improve data collection across agencies (for example, 
maintenance crews, law enforcement, New Mexico Game and Fish) for 
more complete analysis. 

C2 – Conduct research to better understand animal migration patterns and 
daily movements to and from food/water sources. 

Notes: 
Effectiveness: (P) = proven strategy; (T) = tried strategy; (E) = experimental strategy 
Relative cost: [L] = low; [M] = moderate; [MH] = moderate to high; [H] = high 
Time frame for implementation: {S} = short, less than 1 year; {ME} = medium, 1 to 2 years; {L} = long, more than 2 years 
Blank = no information available 
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